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VI  MEMORANDA. 


Knight,  was  appointed  in  his  room,  having  been  previously  ad- 
vanced to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  when  he  gave  rings  with  the 
motto  "  Constantia." 

Sir  Hugh  MacCalmont  Cairns,  Knight,  was  appointed  a  Judge 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery,  in  the  room  of  the  Right 
Honorable  Sir  James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,  who  resigned  in 
consequence  of  ill-health. 

James  Dickinson,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn ;  Robert  Scarr  Sowler, 
Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple ;  Samuel  Prentice,  Esq.,  of  the 
Middle  Temple  ;  Thomas  Jones,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple ; 
Charles  Edward  Pollock,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple;  John 
Blossett  Maule,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple;  William  Adam 
Mundell,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple ;  Richard  Garth,  Esq.,  of 
Lincoln's  Inn;  Sir  George  Essex  Honyman,  Bart.,  of  the 
Middle  Temple,  and  John  Richard  Quain,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  were  appointed  of  her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in 
the  law. 


The  Right  Honorable  Lord  Chief  Justice  Erle  resigned 
his  seat  in  this  Court  on  November  26,  1866,  the  last  day  of 
Michaelmas  Term. 

At  the  rising  of  the  Court  on  that  day  the  Attorney-General, 
in  presence  of  the  whole  Bench  and  of  a  numerous  Bar,  addressed 
his  Lordship  in  the  following  terms : — 

^'  I  rise,  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of 
''  the  Bar,  to  offer  you  our  tribute  of  respect  and  veneration  on 
''  this  the  occasion,  as  we  are  given  to  understand,  of  your  Lord- 
**  ship's  finally  quitting  that  Bench.  If  that  tribute  wer^due 
**  from  considerations  arising  exclusively  in  this  Court,  my 
**  experience  here  would  not  perhaps  have  been  enough  to  jus- 
**  tify  me  in  coming  forward  to  give  it  expression ;  but,  my  Lord, 
''  it  rests  on  broader  considerations, — on  considerations  known 
**  to,  and  appreciated  by,  us  all;  and  1  could  not,  therefore,  as 
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"  Attoraey-General  and  Leader  of  the  Bar,  deny  myself  the  pri- 
"  yilege  of  representing  them  on  this  occasion. 

''  My  Lord,  we  all  feel  and  desire  to  acknowledge  that,  under 
"  your  presidency  in  this  Court,  the  great  judicial  duty  of 
**  reconciling,  as  far  as  may  be,  positive  law  with  moral  justice 
'*  has  been  satisfied.  The  letter  of  the  law  that  kills,  and  the 
"  mere  discretion  of  the  judge,  which  has  been  well  said  to  be 
''  the  law  of  tyrants,  have  been  alike  kept  in  due  subjection. 
**  Learning,  experience  in  affairs,  wise  administration,  have  been 
''  so  combined  that,  with  the  assistance  of  the  eminent  judges 
"  associated  with  you  on  that  Bench,  the  laws  of  England  have 
^*  been  exhibited  in  their  true  aspect  as  the  exponent  of  the 
**  rights  and  duties  of  her  citizens,  and  the  guardian  of  their 
**  liberties.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  under  your  presidency, 
**  my  Lord,  has  obtained  the  just  confidence  of  the  suitor,  the 
*'  public,  and  the  profession. 

**  But,  my  Lord,  I  shall  not  be  forgiven  by  my  colleagues  if 
'*  I  stop  here ;  1  shall  not  be  forgiven  if  I  fail  to  express  our 
''  admiration  for  the  simplicity  and  elevation  of  character  that 
'^  have  adorned  that  administration,  and  our  affectionate  regard 
**  for  the  private  and  social  qualities,  the  kindness  and  the  cour- 
''  tesy  that  have  been  displayed  on  the  Bench,  and  in  the 
'*  intercourse  of  private  life.  Our  homage  is  due,  and  is 
"  paid,  alike  to  the  worth  of  the  man  and  the  dignity  of  the 
"  judge. 

'*  My  Lord,  it  is  no  idle  ceremony  that  induces  us  thus  to 
"  intrude  upon  you.  We  know  that  your  Lordship  would, 
''  had  it  been  possible,  have  retired  from  the  Bench  to-day  with- 
''  out  public  observation.  But  it  was  not  possible.  There  are 
*^  occasions  on  which  the  impulses  of  the  heart  must  be  obeyed ; 
^*  and  this  was  one.  The  universal  feeling  insisted  on  public 
"  expression. 

"  My  Lord,  it  may  be  right,  and  since  it  is  your  will  we 
''  endeavour  to  think  it  so,  that  in  the  full  possession  of  the 
**  greatest  judicial  qualities — in  the  maturity  of  your  faculties, 
*'  your   Lordship  should   retire  from  us  and  leave  the  active 
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''  duties  of  ordinary  judicial  life.  They  have  no  doubt  been 
**  incessant,  severe,  excessive ;  but  we  may  be  pardoned  if  we 
"  bear  in  mind  that  your  Lordship  is  still  a  member  of  one  of 
**  our  highest  judicial  appellate  tribunals  ;  and  express  our  hope 
"  that  the  law  and  the  country  may  still  for  long  years  to  come, 
*^  so  far  as  may  be  consistent  with  your  Lordship's  ease  and 
"  retirement,  derive  the  benefit  of  your  great  wisdom  and  expe- 


«  rience. 


**  That  in  those  future  years  your  Lordship  may  enjoy  every 
**  consolation  and  happiness  that  can  surround  the  maturity  and 
"  close  of  a  valuable  life,  is  the  earnest,  the  ardent,  prayer  of 
'^  every  one  of  us;  and  with  this  feeble  and  imperfect  expression 
"  of  our  sentiments,  I  now,  addressing  you  as  Lord  Chief 
^'  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and,  happily,  addressing  you  in 
'^  that  character  only,  respectfully  say  to  you,  in  the  name  and 
"  on  behalf  of  the  Bar — Farewell." 

His  Lordship  replied  as  follows : — 

"  Mr,  Attorney-General, — My  words  in  reply  must  be  few. 
''  I  return  my  earnest  thanks  to  you  and  to  all  whom  you  repre- 
**  sent  on  this  occasion. 

**  I  have  laboured  to  do  justly  according  to  Law,  and  to 
**  obey  humbly  The  Power  that  gave  me  my  sense  of  right.  If 
**  any  duty  in  which  I  had  a  part  has  been  well  performed,  the 
**  honour  is  mainly  due  to  those  who,  in  their  respective  depart- 
ments, have  had  to  co-operate  with  me  in  the  noble  work  of 
administering  justice. 

**  It  is  eminently  due  to  the  Bar.  I  have  seen  a  long  succes- 
sion of  advocates,  and  amongst  them  men  of  the  highest  worth, 
^'  swaying  important  interests  by  their  words,  always  speaking 
'^  with  inflexible  integrity,  and  making  the  way  of  duty  plain 
^*  before  the  judge :  men  whom  I  delight  to  think  of  with  con- 
^^  firmed  respect  and  regard.  I  have  great  happiness  in  know- 
'^  ing  that  the  estimation  of  the  Bar  is  well  maintained,  and  I 
*^  shall  ever  retain  the  deepest  interest  in  its  honour,  for  the  sake 
^^  of  its  members  and  of  the  public. 
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''  But  above  all^  I  desire  that  the  due  share  of  honour  should 
"  be  given  to  my  Brethren  of  this  Court,  with  whom  I  have 
^*  been  taking  counsel  and  interchanging  mind  for  years  past, 
''  to  my  unspeakable  benefit.  I  may  not  in  their  presence  say 
''  all  that  I  feel  towards  them,  but  I  cannot  refrain  from  adding 
'*  that  their  affectionate  help  has  been  the  sunshine  of  my  path 
**  and  the  breath  of  my  judicial  life.  I  now  take  my  leave. 
*'  Although  sensible  of  manifold  defects,  I  still  venture  to  believe 
''  that  I  have  devoted  the  best  of  my  abilities  to  the  duties  of 
''  my  ofiice  unceasingly  down  to  the  present  time,  when  I  find 
"  need  for  some  abatement  of  work ;  and  your  approval  seems 
**  to  sanction  the  hope  that  I  may  not  have  laboured  altogether 
in  vain.  Those  words  of  approval  pronounced  by  the  At- 
torney-General in  this  assembly  to-day  are  to  me  a  grand 
''  support  and  reward.  I  am  heartily  thankful  to  you  for  them, 
and  they  are  intensely  endeared  to  me  by  the  genial  kindness 
of  your  farewell." 


it 
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CORRIGENDA. 

Page  124,  in  note,  for  "(6)»»  insert  "(a).** 

145,  in  line  5,  from  bottom,  for  "  Wickman"  read  "  Wickhamr 

197,  in  head  note,  line  12,  for  "risks"  read  "  risk." 

397,  in  line  17,  from  bottom,  for  "(6)"  insert  "(o)." 

411,  in  line  2,  from  bottom,  for  "(a)"  insert  "(6)." 

475,  in  note,  for  "25"  read  "28." 

513,  in  line  12,  from  bottom,  after  "  the"  insert  "  town." 

552,  in  head  note,  line  5,  strike  out  **  upon." 

640,  in  note  (</),  dele  "  D." 

663,  in  line  6,  from  top,  for  " colliery"  read  "collier." 

742,  in  line  10,  from  bottom,  for  "  (c)"  read  "  (6)." 

797,  in  note  (6),  strike  out  "  Ex." 
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Hie  Jud^jea  vrho  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this  Term  were : 


ERLE,  C.cJ* 
WILLES,  J. 


BYLES,  J. 
KEATING,  J. 


Gibson  and  Another  v.  Holland.  Thurtday, 

1.  A  written  admiuion  by  a  purchaser  to  his  agent  that  he  had  bought L. 

certain  goods  for  him  is  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum  of  the  bar-    (g^^f^g  of 
gain  between  him  and  the  vendor  to  satisfy  sect.  17  of  the  Statute  of  pff^n^fjif  29 
Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  C^ar.  2.  c.  8, 

2.  So  held,  where  the  Defendant  having  commissioned  R.  to  buy  for  him  a  ^^  17. 

mare  belonging  to  the  Plaintiffs,  A.  on   the   16th  May  wrote  to  the  ifem'orandum  in 

Defendant,  that  he  had  bought  the  Plaintiffs'  mare  for  42/.,  and  asked  ^riiing. 

for  a  cheque ;  and  on  the  25th  the  Defendant  wrote  to  R.  that  he  only   i^ngr  hy  pur* 

returned  home  the  day  before,  or  he  would  have  at  once  answered  ^^^^^  iq  ^j^ 

his  letter  and  sent  a  cheque  for  the  mare  which  he  had  bought  for  him,  g^^„^, 

and  promised  to  send  a  cheque. 

rpHE  declaration  contained  an  indebitatus  count  for  a 
horse  bargained  and  sold  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the 
Defendant. 

Plea.     Never  indebted. 

Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  WilleSy  J.,  at  the  Summer  As- 
sizes at  Exeter,  it  appeared  that  one  Rookes  was  a  horse- 
dealer,  in  the  habit  of  buying  and  selling  horses  on  com- 
mission. On  the  12th  May,  1865,  the  Defendant  and 
Rookes  had  a  conversation  about  a  bay  mare  belonging 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  Gibson  and  Luke,  also  horsedealers.  On 
the  following  day  the  Defendant  saw  the  mare,  and  com- 
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1865.        missioned  Roohes  to  buy  it  for  £42.     On  the  15th  May 
Qjgg^jj       Roohes  bought  the  mare  for  that  sum,  and  wrote  the  fol- 
„  »•  lowing  letter  to  the  Defendant : — 

"  Dear  Sir, 

'^  I  have  heard  from  Mr.  Gibson  and  seen  Tom  Luke 
this  morning  respecting  the  bay  mare,  and  have  bought  her 
for  40  guineas.  Will  you,  therefore,  forward  me  your 
cheque  with  instructions  how  she  is  to  be  sent. 

"  I  am,  &c., 

'*  Wm.  Roohesr 

On  the  20th  May  he  wrote  another  to  the  same  effect, 
and,  receiving  no  answer,  wrote  a  third,  dated  the  23rd 

May : — 

"  Dear  Sir, 

"  I  cannot  but  express  my  surprise  at  not  having  re- 
ceived any  reply  to  my  letters  of  the  15th  and  20th.  In  the 
first  I  informed  you  that  I  had  purchased  Mr.  Gibsons 
bay  mare;  and  in  the  second  I  asked  you  to  send  a  cheque 
for  the  same,  viz.,  £42,  in  order  that  I  may  settle  with  him. 
Mr.  Lvke  has  called  again  this  morning,  and  it  makes  me 
look  very  foolish,  as  of  course  they  look  to  me  to  fulfil  my 
contract,  and  I  hope  that  you  will,  on  the  receipt  of  this, 
send  me  the  cheque,  with  the  necessary  instructions  how 
the  mare  is  to  be  forwarded. 

"  I  am,  &c., 

*'  Wm.  Roohes:' 

To  this  he    received   the   following    answer  from    the 
Defendant,  dated  the  25th  May : — 

"  Dear  Sir, 

"I  only  returned  home  yesterday  evening  or  I 
should  have  at  once  answered  your  first  letter,  and  sent  you 
a  cheque  for  the  mare  which  you  were  kind  enough  to  buy 
for  me.  I  am  glad  to  say  I  have  sold  her  to  Mr.  Toynbee. 
When  I  told  him  of  her  he  said  he  knew  her  well,  and 
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would  buy  her  from   me,   which  he  did;    and    you  will        1865. 
receive  a  cheque  for  her  from  me  by  this  evening's  post.       gimoiT" 
Apologizing  for  my  apparent  neglect  in  not  answering  your     ,-    '• 
letters,  •*  I  am,  &c., 

"  Corbett  Holland:' 

The  Defendant  did  not  send  the  cheque,  and  afterwards 
refused  to  take  the  mare. 

It  being  contended  for  the  Defendant  that  there  was  no 
valid  contract  in  writing  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the 
Defendant  for  the  sale  of  the  horse  within  sect.  17  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3;  the  learned  Judge  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs,  reserving  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Karslake  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. — Sect.  1 7  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires  either  acceptance  of  at  least 
a  portion  of  the  goods,  or  part  payment,  or  a  note  or  me- 
morandum in  writing  of  the  bargain  between  the  vendor 
and  the  purchaser,  made  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be 
charged  or  their  agents.  Here  was  no  letter  from  the  De- 
fendant or  Roches  to  the  Plaintiffs  containing  a  note  or 
memorandum  of  the  contract :  the  letters  being  between 
Roches  and  his  principal.  In  those  written  by  Roches  he 
treats  himself  as  only  liable  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  fulfil  his 
contract  with  them,  and  in  that  written  by  the  Defendant 
he  treats  himself  as  liable  to  Roches*  That  letter  is  not  a 
memorandum  of  a  contract  between  the  Defendant  and 
the  Plaintiffs.  It  is  true  that  in  Welford  v.  Beazeley  (a), 
Ix)rd  Hardwiche  said,  "There  have  been  cases  where  a 
letter  written  to  a  man's  own  agent,  and  setting  forth  the 
terms  of  an  agreement  as  concluded  by  him,  has  been 
deemed  to  be  a  signing  within  the  statute ;"  but  that  doc- 
trine has  not  yet  been  adopted  in  the  courts  of  law.  [He 
referred  to  Lercnx  v.  Brown  {Jb),  and  the  cases  cited  p.  818 

(«)  3  il/ifc.  503.  (h)  12  C.  R801. 
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1865.        from  Sugden's  Vend,  and  Purch.  11th  ed.  p.  122,  14  th  ed. 

Gibson         P'  ^39).] 


Holland. 


Erlb,  C.  J.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  we 
ought  to  refuse  a  rule.  There  was  a  contract  by  Rookes  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant  with  the  Plaintiffs  to  buy  a  horse, 
and  if  Rookes  had  been  agent  for  both  parties  there  would 
have  been  nothing  to  reserve.  But  that  was  a  disputed 
fact;  and  for  the  Plaintiffs  reliance  was  placed  on  the 
letters  which  passed  between  Rookes  and  the  Defendant  as 
being  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum  of  the  contract 
within  sect.  17  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  if  that  section  did  not  exist,  Rookes 
having  as  agent  for  the  Defendant  made  a  contract  with 
the  Plaintiffs,  the  Plaintiffs  would  have  a  clear  remedy 
against  the  Defendant.  But  sect.  17  is  relied  on  for  the 
Defendant,  which,  with  reference  to  this  matter,  requires 
"  that  some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing"  of  the  bar- 
gain  be  made  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by 
the  contract  or  their  agents.  I  think  that  the  letters 
between  the  Defendant  and  Rookes  taken  together  are  a 
sufficient  note  or  memorandum  of  the  contract  Rookes 
writes  to  the  Defendant,  "  I  have  made  a  contract  for 
you  to  buy  the  horse  for  £42."  The  Defendant  answers, 
"You  did  make  that  contract  for  me,  and  I  will  send  you 
a  cheque  for  the  money."  The  construction  of  the  letters 
is  for  the  Court;  and  I  construe  them  as  a  declaration  by 
the  Defendant  to  his  agent  that  there  was  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  the  horse.  The  objection  taken  is,  that  a 
note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  contract  passing 
between  the  purchaser  and  his  own  agent  is  not  sufficient. 
But  the  purpose  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent  perjury  in 
persons  swearing  to  a  verbal  contract  by  loose  conversa- 
tions. A  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  is  just  as  trustwor- 
thy whether  it  passes  between  the  principal  and  the  agent 
of  another,  or  between  the  principal  and  his  own  agent; 
indeed  the  latter  i?  more  satisfactory  than  the  former. 


o. 
Holland. 
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As  to  Leroux  v.  Brown  (a),  which  was  decided  on  sect  4:  1865. 
Sir  G,  Honyman,  at  p.  818,  there  collects  the  authorities  to  gimom 
show  that  an  admission  by  the  Defendant  to  a  third  party 
of  a  contract  with  the  Plaintiff  is  sufficient  to  create  a  lia- 
bility, and  he  refers  to  Sir  Edward  SugderCs  book  on  Fi?«- 
dors  and  Purchasers^  11th  ed.  p.  122,  14th  ed.  p.  139, 
where  it  is  said  that  "  a  note  or  letter,  written  by  the  vendor 
to  any  third  person,  containing  directions  to  carry  the  agree- 
ment into  execution,  will,  subject  to  the  before-mentioned 
rules,  be  a  sufficient  agreement  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
statute,"  for  which  is  cited  the  authority  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke.  By  analogy  the  same  is  true  also  with  reference  to 
sect.  17. 

My  Brother  Willes  has  referred  me  to  Bailey  v.  Sm?^^^ 
«*y(i)f  where  this  Court  went  into  the  general  doctrine 
that  the  statute  was  intended  to  prevent  a  contract  being 
established  by  oral  swearing  only.  The  danger  of  perjury 
is  abundantly  guarded  against  if  the  Court  see  a  written 
statement  to  his  own  agent  by  the  party  sought  to  be 
charged,  in  which  the  contract  is  admitted. 

Willes,  J.  Sect.  17  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires 
either  the  existence  of  certain  conditions  which  do  not^xist 
in  the  present  case,  "  or  that  some  note  or  memorandum  in 
writing  of  the  said  bargain  be  made  and  signed  by  the 
parties  to  be  charged  or  their  agents."  The  series  of  letters 
between  Roohes  and  the  Defendant  may  be  read  together, 
and  the  Defendant  has  signed  the  last  of  them  referring  to 
the  three  preceding;  and  it  contains  a  statement  that  Rookes 
had  bought  a  mare  for  the  Defendant,  and  as  his  agent. 
Assuming  that  Rookes  was  agent  of  the  Defendant  only, 
the  parties  to  the  contract,  the  subject  matter  and  nature  of 
the  contract,  the  fact  of  the  purchase  and  the  price,  are 
mentioned  in  these  letters ;  nothing  is  wanting  to  make  a 
complete  memorandum  of  the  bargain,  unless  it  be  neces- 

(fl)  12  C.  B.  801.  (6)  9  C.  B.,  N.  S-  843. 


V. 

Holland. 
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1865.  sary  that  the  nieiuorandum  should  be  addressed  to  the  per- 
G1B8ON  SO"  ^^^  's  ^o  ^^^^  advantage  of  it.  Sects.  4  and  17  are 
analogous,  except  that  sect.  4  requires  that  **  the  agree- 
ment" upon  which  the  action  is  brought,  "  or  some  memo- 
randum or  note  thereof/'  shall  be  in  writing,  whereas  sect. 
17  requires  ''some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the 
said  bargain/'  and  the  word  ''  bargain"  has  not  so  strict  a 
meaning  as  the  word  "  agreement."  Our  judgment,  if 
given  for  the  Defendant,  must  proceed  on  the  total  absence 
of  any  note  or  memoi*andum  of  the  bargain,  and  on  tlie 
ground  that  the  note  or  memorandum  must  be  delivered  to 
the  person  who  is  to  have  the  remedy  on  it.  But  sect.  17,  as 
has  been  said,  exhausts  itself  on  evidence  that  the  bargain 
had  been  made ;  and  if  we  have  that  there  is  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute,  although  the  memorandum  does  not 
show  a  contract  between  the  parties  intended  by  them  to 
be  exclusive  evidence  of  it,  as  a  formal  agreement  would 
be.  Sect.  17  uses  the  words  "  some  note  or  memorandum," 
which  are  the  key  to  its  construction,  and  we  ought  not  to 
require  a  particular  sort  of  note  or  memorandum. 

In  Bailey  v.  Sweeting  {a),  though  no  other  memorandum 
in  writing  of  a  contract  or  agreement  was  shown  than  one 
in  which  the  party  expressed  that  he  desired  not  to  be 
bound  by  it,  this  Court  held  that  the  memorandum  was 
sufficient;  and  in  so  deciding  they  decided  the  present 
case. 

My  difficulty  has  been  in  understanding  Leroux  v. 
Brown  (6),  because  it  occurred  to  me  that  it  might  be  con- 
sidered as  unnecessarily  extending  the  operation  of  sect.  4 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  oral  contracts  in  whatever 
country  entered  into ;  whereas  it  would  have  satisfied  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  and  the  rule  lex  loci  contractus, 
if  it  had  been  applied  only  to  contracts  entered  into  in  this 
country.     We  are,  however,  bound  by  the  decision  in  that 

(fl)  9  C.  B.,  2^.  5.  813.  (6)  12  C.  B.  801. 


V. 

Holland. 


XXIX  VICTORIA. 

case ;  and  it  is  a  confirniation  of  the  correctness  of  our  con-  1865. 
struction  in  this  respect,  because  the  decision  adopted  tlie  gibson 
view  that  a  writing  subsequent  to  the  parol  contract,  and 
addressed  to  a  third  person,  was  sufficient  evidence  of  an 
agreement  within  the  statute,  though  the  case  has  been 
considered  by  some  persons  doubtful  on  the  point  which  I 
have  mentioned  (a). 

Another  difficulty  suggested,  as  arising  out  of  some  de- 
cisions (&),  is,  that  the  note  or  memorandum  must  exist 
before  action  brought,  and  that  a  person  cannot  maintain 
an  action  on  a  contract  which  is  within  sect.  17,  by  giving 
in  evidence  a  note  or  memorandum  made  after;  which 
would  seem  to  show  that  the  Courts  thought  that  the  note 
or  memorandum  was  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  contract; 
but,  in  deciding  a  case  of  that  description,  it  was  probably 
considered  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  of  a 
mixed  character, — to  protect  persons  from  actions  being 
brought  against  them,  according  to  the  language  at  the 
commencement  of  sect  4,  as  well  as  to  prevent  perjury, 
and  that  such  must  also  have  been  the  intention  insect.  17. 
However,  there  is  no  authority  binding  us  to  give  sect  17 
the  construction  contended  for  by  Mr.  Karslake. 

Byles,  J.  Having  been  en;^aged  in  public  business, 
which  prevented  me  from  being  present  at  the  beginning 
of  the  argument,  I  feel  that  I  ought  to  abstain  from  ex- 
pressing any  opinion,  more  especially  in  a  case  which  in- 
volves consequences  so  important. 

Keating,  J.  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and 
my  Brother  Willes ;  and  will  only  add  that  the  objection 
which  pressed  upon  me  was  that  the  corespondence  be- 
tween Roohes  and  the  Defendant  contemplated  a  liability 

(a)  See  WiUinmi,  Appt.,  Wheckr,  Respt.,  8  C.  «.,  N,  S.  299;  ChiU. 
Cunir.  90,  7th  ed, 

{b)  See  Bill  v.  Bament,  9  M.  4  W.  36  ;  Flicker  v.  Tomlinson,  1  M, 
4  Gr.  772. 
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1865. 


Gibson 

V, 

Holland. 


of  the  Defendant  to  his  agent,  and  not  to  the  Plaintiffs ; 
but  that  is  removed  by  Bailey  v.  Sweeting  (a). 

Rule  refused  (i). 


Thursday, 
November  9. 


Sale  of  land. 
Payment  qf  de- 
posit. 

Attorney  of 
vendor* 
Stakeholder, 


Edgell,  executrix  of  Edgell  v.  Day. 

On  the  sale  of  landed  property  a  meinorandum  of  agreement  to  purchase  part 
was  made  between  the  Defendant,  an  attorney,  *'  as  the  agent  of"  the 
vendor,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  purchaser  of  the  other  part,  subject  to 
certain  annexed  conditions  as  far  as  they  applied  to  a  sale  by  private 
contract,  except  that  the  purchaser  paid  to  the  Defendant  1,000/.  as  a 
deposit  and  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase- money,  which  the  De- 
fendant thereby  acknowledged.  The  third  condition,  among  others, 
was,  that  the  purchaser  of  each  lot  should  immediately  pay  to  the 
Defendant,  "  as  agent  for  the  vendor,"  a  deposit  of  lt5/.  per  cent.  The 
remaining  parts  were  sold  by  auction  ;  and  the  Defendant  attended  the 
sale  and  received  the  deposits,  ''giving  receipts  as  agent  for  the 
vendor."  Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  in  the  position  of  stake- 
holder, but  agent  of  the  vendor,  and  therefore  the  vendor  might  bring 
an  action  to  recover  interest  on  the  deposits  before  the  completion  of 
the  sales. 

rpHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that,  in  con- 
sideration that  A.  Edgell  would  employ  and  retain 
the  Defendant  as  his  solicitor  and  agent  in  the  selling  and 
disposing  of  certain  property,  and  to  receive  certain  monies 
deposited  by  the  purchasers  on  the  sale  thereof  for  him,  for 
reward  to  the  Defendant,  the  Defendant  promised  A.  Edgell 
to  render  to  him  on  request  a  true  and  just  account  of,  and 
truly  and  justly  to  account  to  him  for,  the  monies  arising 
from  such  sale,  and  of  the  monies  deposited  by  the  pur- 
chasers, and  A,  Edgell  retained  and  employed  the  De- 
fendant for  the  purpose  and  on  the  terms  aforesaid ;  and 
the  Defendant,  as  such  agent,  received  and  had  certain 
large  sums  of  money  deposited  by  the  purchasers  with  and 
received  and  taken  by  the  Defendant  on  the  terms  afore- 
said, as  the  solicitor  of  and  agent  for  A,  Edgell;  and  all 
conditions  were  fulfilled  and  all  things  happened  and  all 
times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  as  executrix 
of  A,  Edgell  to  maintain  this  action.     Breach. 

(fl)  9C.  B.,  N.S.  813. 

(6)  This  and  the  five  following  casei  are  reported  by  G.  J.  Philip 
Smith,  Esq. 
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Second  count  That  A.  Edgell,  in  his  lifetime,  retained  186*5. 
and  employed  the  Defendant  for  hire  and  reward  as  his  edgell 
agent,  amongst  other  things,  to  receive  divers  sums  of 
money  for  him,  and  upon  the  terms  that  he  should  and 
would,  upon  reasonable  request,  duly  account  to  him  for 
the  same  and  pay  over  the  same  to  him,  and  the  De- 
fendant accepted  such  retainer  and  employment;  and 
although  the  Defendant  afterwards,  during  the  lifetime  of 
A.  Edgellf  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  retainer  and  em- 
ployment, and  as  such  agent  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid, 
received  divers  large  sums  of  money  for  A.  Edgell,  and 
although  he  was  afterwards  reasonably  requested  by  A. 
Edgell  duly  to  account  to  him  for  the  same  and  pay  the 
same  over  to  him,  in  order  that  he  might  invest  the  same 
at  interest ;  and  although  all  conditions  were  fulfilled,  and 
all  things  had  happened  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary  to 
entitle  A.  Edgell  in  his  lifetime  to  have  the  monies  paid 
over  to  him,  and  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  as  such  executrix 
to  maintain  this  action  in  respect  of  the  matters  in  this 
count  complained  of,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would 
duly  account,  &c. 

There  were  also  the  common  money  counts. 

The  Defendant  pleaded,  among  other  pleas,  to  the  first 
count,  as  follows ; — 

Third.  That  the  Defendant  did  not  as  such  a«:ent  re- 
ceive  or  have  the  sums  of  money  deposited  by  the  pur- 
chasers with  and  received  and  taken  by  him  on  the  alleged 
terms  as  the  solicitor  of  and  agent  for  A,  Edgell, 

Fifth.  To  so  much  as  relates  to  not  paying  over  to  A. 
Edgell  or  to  the  Plaintiff  the  monies  therein  mentioned^  that 
the  Defendant  was  retained  and  employed  by  A,  Edgell  as 
his  solicitor  in  selling  the  property  and  to  receive  the  monies 
deposited  by  the  purchasers  thereof  on  the  sale  thereof,  and 
to  hold  the  sauie  until  the  respective  purchases  of  the  pro- 
perty should  be  respectively  completed  or  the  deposit 
money  should  become  forfeited  to  A.  Edgell^  and  then  to 
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1865.  pay  over  the  same  to  A.  Edgell;  but  in  case  the  purchases 
Edoeli.  respectively  or  any  of  them  should  be  rescinded  or  set 
Day  aside,  then  to  return  the  respective  deposit  monies  on  such 
purchases  to  the  respective  purchasers  who  should  have 
deposited  the  same  with  the  Defendant;  and  that  the 
Defendant,  in  consideration  of  such  retainer  and  employ- 
ment, promised  A.  Edgell  to  receive  and  hold  and  pay  over 
the  monies  according  to  the  terms  last  aforesaid,  and  not 
otherwise ;  and  that  he  never  promised  to  account  to  A . 
Edgell  for  the  monies  deposited  by  the  purchasers  on  the 
sales  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  except  as  aforesaid  ;  and 
that  at  the  times  when  the  supposed  breaches  of  promise  in 
the  first  count  mentioned,  in  not  paying  over  the  deposit 
monies  therein  mentioned  to  A.  Edgell  or  the  Plaintiff,  the 
purchases  respectively  on  which  the  same  were  deposited 
with  the  Defendant  had  not  nor  had  any  of  them  been 
completed  nor  had  any  of  the  deposit  monies  become 
forfeited,  nor  had  -4,  Edgell  or  the  Plaintiff  become  en- 
titled to  receive  the  deposit  monies  or  any  of  them. 

To  the  second  count — 

Sixth.  A  traverse  of  the  retainer  and  employment  of  the 
Defendant. 

Seventh.  A  denial  that  the  Defendant  received  the 
money  as  agent  and  on  the  terms  alleged. 

To  the  common  counts  — 

Ninth.  To  all  except  1,604/.  lO^.  never  indebted. 

Tenth.  Payment  of  1,604Z.  lO^.  into  Court. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial  before  Willes,  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  tba(  the  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  amount  of  deposits  paid  to  the  Defendant  on 
occasion  of  the  sale  of  certain  property  situated  in  Bedford- 
shire, and  interest  upon  each  deposit  from  the  time  of  its 
receipt  by  the  Defendant  until  the  time  of  payment  of  the 
same  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  paid  into  Court  the 
amount  of  the  deposits;  but  contended  that  he  was  not 
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liable  to  pay  interest  on  tiiem  until  the  completion  of  the        1865. 
purchases  to  which  they  related.  EpgeliT  ^ 

A.  Edgell  was  sole  acting  trustee  under  the  will  of  John 
FramckUn,  deceased,  and  had  power  under  it  to  sell  his 
real  estates  and  apply  the  proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  his 
children.  A.  Edgell  employed  the  Defendant,  an  attorney 
and  solicitor  at  Saint  NeotSy  in  the  county  of  Huntingdon^ 
to  sell  the  estates ;  it  was  agreed  tliat  it  would  be  desirable 
to  sell  them  in  lots ;  but  before  taking  that  step  the  De- 
fendant offered  them  to  W.  Smith,  who  agreed  to  become 
purchaser  of  part,  and  the  following  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment was  signed  by  them : — 

**  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this 
31st  August,  1859,  between  G.  Day,  of  &c.,  gentleman, 
(as  the  agent  of  A.  Edgell,  Esq.,  the  sole  acting  trustee 
under  the  will  of  John  Franchlin,  late  of  &c.)»  of  the  one 
part,  and  W.  Smith,  of  &c.  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the 
said  6.  Day  agrees  to  sell  to  the  said  W,  Smith,  who 
hereby  agrees  to  purchase  the  farm-house,  homestead,  land 
and  premises  at  Potton  aforesaid,  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
late  John  Franchlin,  deceased,  being  part  freehold  and 
part  copyhold,  &c.,  for  the  sum  of  8,000/.,  subject  to  the 
annexed  conditions  as  far  as  the  same  apply  to  a  sale  by 
private  contract.  Except  that  the  said  W.  Smith  has  this 
day  paid  to  the  said  G,  Day  the  sum  of  1,000/.  as  a 
deposit  and  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  as  the 
said  G.  Day  doth  hereby  acknowledge,  and  that  he  is  to 
pay  interest  at  4  per  cent,  from  the  6th  January  next  on 
the  unpaid  purchase  money  till  completion,  which  is  to  be 
on  or  before  the  25th  March  next  at  Uie  option  of  the  said 
W.  SmUh,  &c." 

At  the   time  of  signing  this   agreement   a   deposit  of 
1,000/.  was  paid  by  W.  Smith  to  the  Defendant. 

The  third  condition  in  the  printed  particulars,  annexed 
to  tlie  memorandum  of  agreement,  was  as  follows : — 

"  The  purchaser  of  each  lot  shall  immediately  after  the 
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1865.  sale  pay  one  guinea  for  the  auctioneer  and  one  guinea  for 
Edgell  the  agreement,  and  also  pay  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  G, 
j)^*Y  D^lfi  as  agent  for  the  vendor,  a  deposit  of  16/.  per  cent, 

upon  and  in  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  sign  an 
agreement  for  payment  of  the  remainder  thereof  and  to 
complete  the  purchase  oiTor  before  the  1st  November  next 
at  the  office  of  Mr.  G.  Day,  &c." 

On  the  24th  September  the  remainder  of  the  estate  was 
sold  in  lots  by  auction.  The  Defendant  attended  the  sale 
and  received  the  deposits,  giving  receipts  "  as  agent  for  the 
vendor."  In  completing  the  purchases,  the  purchasers 
were  represented  by  their  own  solicitors. 

After  the  sale,  A.  jEtf^e// requested  the  Defendant  to  pay 
the  deposits,  including  W.  Smithes,  to  his  account;  which 
the  Defendant  declined  to  do  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  a  breach  of  trust  towards  the  purchasers  if  he  parted 
with  them  before  the  purchases  were  completed,  and  that 
he  would  be  liable  to  refund  them  to  the  purchasers  unless 
the  purchases  were  completed.  The  Defendant  then  wrote 
letters  to  several  solicitors  of  high  standing  asking  their 
opinion  on  the  point;  their  answers  were  to  the  effect  that 
a  solicitor  receiving  the  deposits  paid  on  the  sale  of  his 
client's  estates  holds  them  as  a  stakeholder  between  his 
client  and  the  purchasers.  These  answers  were  communi- 
cated to  A,  Edgell.  In  January,  1861,  a  suit  in  Chancery 
was  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  infant  children  of  John 
Francklin,  and  in  April,  1862,  the  usual  decree  was  made. 

A.  Edgell  died  on  the  22nd  February,  1863,  having  ap- 
pointed a  co-trustee,  and  subsequently  new  trustees  were 
appointed.  This  action  was  brought  under  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  the  name  of  his  executrix,  an  indem- 
nity being  given  to  her  by  the  trustees. 

The  purchases  were  not  all  completed  till  1864:  during 
the  interval  the  Defendant  retained  the  deposits. 

The  Defendant  was  prepared  with  evidence  to  show  that 
it  is  the  custom  in  the  counties  of  Huntingdon  and  Bedford 
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on  employing  auctioneers  on  a  sale  of  landed  property  for  1865. 
the  solicitor  to  prepare  the  particulars  and  conditions,  and  edoell 
for  the  auctioneer  to  be  paid  a  commission  of  one  and  a-  ^• 

*  Day. 

half  or  two  and  a-half  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase monies  and  sometimes  an  agreed  sum,  the  solicitor 
taking  the  deposits ;  the  reason  for  this  arrangement  being 
that  many  of  the  country  auctioneers  are  not  persons  of 
suflBcient  substance  to  be  entrusted  with  large  deposits. 

The  learned  judge  assuming  that  the  jury  would  find 
that  such  was  the  practice  ail  over  England,  directed  a  ver- 
dict to  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 

In  Trinity  Term, 

Joseph  Brown  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Defendant  was  not  liable  to  pay  the 
deposits  to  the  testator,  A.  JSdgell,  until  the  completion  of 
the  respective  purchases. 

Coleridge  and  Dowdeswell  showed  cause.— The  Defend- 
ant was  employed  as  attorney  and  agent  of  ^.  Edgell,  and 
payment  to  him  was  payment  to  his  principal ;  The  Duke 
of  Norfolk  V.  Worthy  (a).  And  he  received  the  deposit 
as  attorney  for  A,  Edgell  and  to  account  to  him,  and 
therefore  is  liable  in  this  action  ;  Stephens  v.  Badcock  (i), 
Bamford  v.  Shuttleworth  (c).  An  agent  cannot  set  up  jus 
tertii  against  his  principal ;  Dixon  v.  Hamond  (d).  It 
is  sufficient  if  it  can  be  collected  from  the  whole  instru- 
ment, however  informally,  that  the  party  was  acting  as 
agent;  Story  on  Agency,  s.  154,  p.  103,  4th  ed.  An 
auctioneer  who  is  employed  to  sell  an  estate  and  who 
receives  a  deposit  from  the  purchaser  is  a  mere  stake- 
holder ;  Harington  v.  Hoggart  {e) :  his  position  is  peculiar, 
being  the  representative  of  the  vendor  as  well  as  the 
vendee.     In  Sugdens  Vend,  and  Purch,  p.  50,  ch.  1,  s.  3, 

(a)  1  Camp,  337.  (d)  2  B.  Sf  A,  310. 

(6)  Z  B.if  Ad,  354.  (e)   I  B,  ^  A.  677. 

(f)  11  A,^  E  926. 
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1865.  par.  20,  14th  ed.,  after  stating  that  "  the  auctioneer  should 
Edoell  "ot  part  with  the  deposit  until  the  sale  be  carried  into 
effect,  because  he  is  considered  as  a  stakeholder,  or  de^- 
positary  of  it,"  it  is  added,  **  the  same  rule  applies  to  a 
solicitor  receiving  a  deposit : "  for  which  is  cited  Wiggins 
V.  Lord  (a),  but  in  that  case  there  were  in  the  contract 
for  purchase  words  sufficient  to  show  an  intention  to  con- 
stitute the  solicitors  for  the  vendors  stakeholders,  [Keat- 
inff,  J.  The  third  condition  here  shows  the  contrary.]  In 
Edwards  v,  Hoddinff{b),  which  was  an  action  by  the 
purchaser  against  the  Defendant,  who  was  attorney  for  the 
vendor  as  well  as  auctioneer,  to  recover  a  deposit,  the 
Defendant  had  paid  the  money  over  of  his  own  wrong,  and 
he  would  have  had  an  answer  to  an  action  by  the  vendor. 

Joseph  Brown  and  Douglas  Brown  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  payment  of  the  deposit  to  the  Defendant  was 
on  condition  of  the  purchase  being  completed,  and  if  the 
condition  were  not  performed  he  would  not  be  justified  in 
handing  it  over.  In  Edwards  v.  Ilodding  (i),  cited  in 
Sygdens  Vend,  and  Purch.  p.  50,  ch.  1,  s.  3,  par.  20, 
14th  ed.,  CliamhrCy  J.,  said,  p.  820,  "  This  is  not  an  abso- 
lute payment  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  as  the 
vendor's  agent,  but  a  conditional  payment;  or,  as  it  is 
more  properly  called,  a  deposit.  The  Defendant  receives 
it,  knowing  the  condition,  that  there  should  be  a  good  title; 
and  he  knows  that  that  condition  is  not  performed  :  he 
nevertheless  takes  on  himself,  with  this  knowledge,  to 
pay  over  the  money,  which  he  was  not  warranted  in 
doing."  The  Duhe  of  Norfolk  v.  Worthy  [c)  was  the  case 
of  a  private  person,  not  a  solicitor,  acting  as  agent  for  a 
vendor.  In  Bamford  v,  Shuttlcworth(d),  the  auctioneer 
signed  the  memorandum   of  agreement  as  agent  for  the 


(a)  4  Btav.  30.  (c )  1  Cutnp,  337. 

{h)  5  Taunt,  SI.'S.  (tl)  \\  A.Sf  R.  92G. 
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1865.        is   not   liable    to    pay   interest   on   a  deposit;     Wolfe  v. 
E  DO  ELL       Fiudlay  (a). 

l>AT.  Erle,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 

discharged.  This  was  an  action  by  the  representative  of 
the  vendor  of  an  estate  against  the  Defendant,  whom  the 
vendor  had  employed  as  his  solicitor  for  the  sale  of  the 
property.  The  Defendant  being  so  employed  received  the 
deposits  and  kept  them  until  the  title  was  ascertained,  con- 
tending that  he  was  entitled  to  hold  them  as  stakeholder. 
The  vendor  asked  him  to  pay  them  over  to  him,  contending 
that  the  Defendant  held  them  in  the  capacity  of  his  agent, 
and  the  question  is  whether  the  money  was  held  by  the 
Defendant  in  the  capacity  of  such  agent,  or  in  that  of  stake- 
holder. Looking  at  the  facts  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
he  was  the  agent  for  the  vendor;  he  made  the  contract 
describing  himself  as  agent  for  the  vendor;  he  signed  the 
receipt  for  the  deposits  as  such  agent,  and  he  had  no  duty 
towards  the  purchaser,  or  power  to  bind  him  by  his  acts. 
He  was  not  in  the  position  of  an  auctioneer,  who,  in  selling 
for  the  vendor,  can  bind  the  purchaser  by  his  signature,  and 
who,  by  a  series  of  decisions,  has  been  held  to  be  a  stake- 
holder between  the  parties :  persons  who  deal  with  him  are 
bound  to  know  the  law,  and  that  when  they  pay  money  to 
him  they  pay  it  into  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder. 

Bamford  v.  Shuttlewortk  (b)  is  a  direct  authority  for  the 
Plaintiff,  and  in  principle  it  is  a  sound  judgment ;  though 
I  am  well  aware  of  the  high  authority  of  Sir  Edward 
Svgdens  books  and  of  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the 
position. 

We  are  not  at  liberty  in  Court  to  take  notice  of  the 
practice  of  the  profession,  nor  can  it  alter  the  legal  rights 
between  the  solicitor  and  his  employer. 

In  some  of  the  cases  in  Chancery  the  attorney  may  have 
acted  for  both  parties,  and  then  he  would  be  a  stakeholder ; 
and  when  an  attorney  is  also  auctioneer,  as  in  Edwards  v. 

(tf)  6  Hare,  66.  (6)  11  i4.  4'  E.  926. 
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Hoddinff(a),  he  is  not  freed  from  his  liabilities  as  auc-  1865. 
tioneer.  In  the  present  case  the  Defendant  was  agent  for  Edgell 
the  vendor,  and  therefore,  if  he  had  handed  back  the  de- 
posits to  the  purchasers,  he  would  have  done  so  wrongfully. 
It  is  said  that  by  our  decision  the  purchaser  will  lose  his 
security  for  the  deposit,  in  case  the  title  to  the  property 
should  not  be  made  good ;  but  the  agent  of  the  vendor 
has  DO  legal  duty  to  perform  towards  the  purchaser. 

WiLLES,  J.  With  respect  to  all  the  otlier  parts  of  the 
transaction,  except  the  receipt  of  the  deposits,  it  is  clear 
that  the  Defendant  was  agent  of  the  seller  only ;  and  I 
think  that  the  deposits  were  paid  to  and  received  by  him 
as  such  agent  It  is  the  same  as  if  the  purchasers  had 
paid  the  deposits  into  a  bank  as  agents  for  the  vendor. 

Bylbs,  J.  I  repose  my  judgment  on  the  words  "  as  the 
agent"  in  the  contract  and  in  the  form  of  the  receipt  given 
by  the  Defendant  for  the  deposits,  which  words  make 
Bamford  v.  Shuttleworth  (J)  precisely  in  point.  If  those 
words  had  been  absent,  looking  to  the  interest  which  both 
the  vendor  and  purchaser  have  that  the  purchase-money 
should  be  in  independent  hands,  it  might  well  be  considered 
to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  deposits 
should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant :  it  is,  however, 
not  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  on  that  point. 

Keating,  J.  I  think  the  Defendant  did  not  receive 
the  deposits  in  any  way  as  the  agent  for  the  purchasers. 
It  is  said  that  our  decision  will  have  the  effect  of  weaken- 
ing the  security  of  the  purchaser  for  the  completion  of  the 
purchase;  but  he  may  protect  himself  by  the  simple  pro- 
cess of  making  the  person  who  receives  the  deposit  a 
stakeholder, 

•  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  5  Taunt.  815.  (/')   H   A.  S^   E.  92G. 

VOL.  I.— C.  P.  C 
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Thursdafft 
November  9. 

Metropolitan 
Building  Act, 
18d5.  18  8f  19 
Viet,  c.  122, 
M.  83,  94,  108. 
"Other  person," 
Building  owner 
Notice  qf  ac- 
tion. 


Williams  v.  Golding. 

By  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  s,  108, 
"  No  writ  or  process  shall  be  sued  out  against  any  district  surveyor  or 
other  person  for  anything  done  or  intended  to  be  done  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act"  until  one  month  after  notice;  and  every  such 
action  shall  be  brought  within  six  months  after  the  accrual  of  the  cause 
of  action.  Sect.  83  (8)  gives  to  a  building  owner  "  a  right  to  cut  into 
any  pdrty  structure  upon  condition  of  making  good  all  damage  occa- 
sioned  to  the  adjoining  premises  by  such  operation."  By  sect  94,  a 
building  owner  who  fails  to  make  good  any  damage  he  may  occasion 
to  adjoining  premises  by  works  authorized  to  be  executed  by  him  in- 
curs a  penalty  not  exceeding  20/.  for  each  day  during  which  such  failure 
continues.  The  Defendant,  in  fulfilling  a  -contract  with  a  building 
owner  to  build  a  house  adjoining  the  house  of  the  Plaintiff,  so  negli- 
gently dug  the  ground  for  the  foundation  of  the  house  about  to  be 
built  and  underpinned  the  party-wall  that  the  Plaintiff's  house  was 
injured.     Held : 

1.  That  the  words  "other  person,"  in  sect.  108,  included  only  official  per- 

sons discharging  official  duties  cast  upon  them  by  the  Act,  or  persons 
doing  some  act  in  respect  of  which  they  were  performing  or  intending 
to  perform  a  statutory  duty. 

2.  That  the  Defendant  therefore  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under 

that  section. 

3.  Per  Erie,  C.  J.,  that  the  Defendant  having  broken  the  condition  on  which 

he  was  empowered,  under  sect.  83,  to  do  the  act  complained  of,  supplied 
another  reason  why  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  sect.  108. 

4.  Per  ErUf  C.  J.,  that  the  remedy  in  sect  94  was  cumulative. 


TTiECLARATION  dated  the  10th  February,  1865. 

The  first  count  stated^  that  the  Defendant  was  fulfilling 
a  contract  which  he  had  undertaken  and  entered  into  with 
one  Hogg  to  build  for  him  a  house  on  certain  land  next 
adjoining  a  house  and  land  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  during 
the  continuance^  and  in  course  of  the  Defendant's  fulfil- 
ment of  the  contract,  the  Defendant,  by  his  servants  and 
workmen  employed  for  such  purpose,  did  so  negligently  and 
unskilfully  proceed  and  conduct  himself  in  the  execution 
of  the  contract  as  to  undermine  and  otherwise  damage 
the  house  of  the  Plaintiff,  whereby  the  value  of  the  house 
had  been  much  deteriorated,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  suffered 
much  damage  and  inconvenience,  and  had  become  liable  to 
incur  expense  in  repairing  the  house. 

Second  count:  that  the  Defendant,  by  his  servants  and 
workmen  employed  for  that  purpose,  behaved  and  conducted 
himself  so  carelessly,  negligently  and  improperly  in  and 
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about  digging  and  clearing  the  ground  for  the  foundation  of       1865. 
a  house  by  the  Defendant^  then  about  to  be  built  next  ad-     Williams 
joining  to  a  house  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  in  and  about  under-     qoldino. 
pinning  of  a  party-wall  which  had  formed  the  boundary 
between  the  house  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the  ground  on  which 
the  house  was  so  about  to  be  built  by  the  Defendant,  and 
in  and  about  removing  a  certain  part  of  the  party-wall,  that 
by  and  through  the  carelessness,  negligence  and  unskilful- 
ness  of  the  Defendant  and  his  agents  and  workmen  in  the 
premises,  the  party-wall  and  all  the  walls,  floors,  beams, 
ceiling,  roof  and  other  parts  of  the  house  of  the  Plaintiff    • 
greatly  sunk,   cracked   and   gave  way  and  were   greatly 
weakened     and     injured,     and     the    same     house    was 
thereby  greatly  damaged  and  lessened  in  value,  and  by 
reason  of   the   premises  the  Plaintiff   was   put  to  great 
trouble    and    inconvenience    and    greatly   injured   in   his 
business. 

Third  count:  that  the  Defendant  broke  and  entered  a 
close  of  the  Plaintiff  called,  &c.,  and  a  wall  of  the  Plain- 
tiff then  standing  upon  the  close,  and  broke  down,  damaged 
and  destroyed  a  part  of  the  wall,  whereby  the  house  of  the 
Plaintiff,  of  which  the  wall  was  part,  was  damaged  and 
injured  and  lessened  in  value. 

Plea,  amongst   others,  not  guilty  by  statute   18  &   19 
Vict.  c.  122,  8,  108. 

On  the  trial  before  Willes,  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
after  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  owner 
of  a  house  in  BoWy  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  within  the 
limits  of  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  18  &  19 
Vkt,  c.  122.  On  the  north  side  of  it  was  a  vacant  space 
of  ground,  of  which  Hogy  was  owner.  Hogg  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  Defendant,  who  was  a  builder,  to  erect 
two  houses  on  it,  which  were  to  have  rooms  in  the  base- 
ment. The  Plaintiff's  house  having  none  in  the  basement, 
it  was  necessary  that  the  foundations  of  the  houses  to  be 
built  for  Hogg  should  be  deeper  than  those  of  the  Plain- 
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^865>  tifTs  house.  In  March,  1864,  the  Defendant  proceeded 
Williams  to  dig  out  the  foundations  of  the  houses  to  be  built,  and  un- 
GoL^DiNo.  derpinned  the  party-wall  of  the  Plaintift'^s  house  by  digging 
under  and  building  it  up  to  the  same  depth  as  the  founda- 
tions of  the  houses  intended  to  be  built.  This  ought  to 
have  been  done  in  lengths  about  six  feet  at  a  time  and 
not  more  than  eight  feet,  and  in  fourteen-inch  brick- 
work ;  the  Defendant  did  it  in  long  lengths,  and  in 
nine-inch  brickwork,  or  single  bricks.  On  the  17th  March 
the  district  surveyor  sent  him  a  notice  ''  requiring  the  brick- 
work to  be  bonded  and  solidly  put  together,  fourteen  inches 
thick,  or  three  courses  of  footings,  as  required  by  the  Act." 
llie  district  surveyor  did  not  receive  from  the  Defendant  the 
notice  required  by  sect.  38,  stating  the  particulars  of  the 
houses  intended  to  be  built,  until  after  the  above  notice 
sent  by  him.  In  consequence  of  the  improper  underpinning 
of  the  party-wall  the  Plaintiff's  house  sustained  the  injury 
for  which  the  action  was  brought. 

It  was  objected  for  the  Defendant  that  he  was  entitled 
to  notice  of  action  under  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act, 
1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  s.\08;  and  also  that  the  action 
was  not  brought  within  six  months,  as  prescribed  by  that 
section.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and 
the  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  leave  being  re- 
served to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 

In  this  Term,  Philbrich  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 
citing  Wheeler  v.  Gray  (a). 

The  case  was  argued  Novembi*r  7th  and  9th,  and  judg- 
ment given  on  the  latter  day. 

Macjiamara  showed  cause.  —  By  the  Metropolitan 
Building  Act,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict,  c,  122,  s.  108,  "  No  writ 
or  process  shall  be  sued  out  against  any  district  surveyor 
or  other  person  for  anything  done  or  intended  to  be  done 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  until  the  expiration  of  one 

(/I)  1  C.  B.,  N.  S.  584;  affirmed  on  appeal,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  606. 
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mouth  next  after  notice  in  writing  has  been  delivered  to  1865. 
him,  or  left  at  his  office  or  usual  place  of  abode,  stating  Williams 
the  cause  of  action,  and  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  goldino. 
the  intended  Plaintiff,  and  of  his  attorney  or  agent  in  the 
cause  ....  and  every  such  action  shall  be  brought  or  com- 
menced within  six  months  next  after  the  accrual  of  the 
cause  of  action,  and  not  afterwards."  The  words  "  other 
person'*  mean  a  person  acting  under  the  district  surveyor, 
or  having  an  official  or  quasi-official  character,  and  dis- 
charging compulsory  statutory  duties,  which  expose  him  to 
certain  risks,  for  which  reason  he  is  to  have  statutory  pro- 
tection. The  Defendant  did  not  fill  any  official  position ; 
be  was  simply  acting  in  the  course  of  his  business,  and  not 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  Sect.  108,  if  construed  to 
include  all  persons,  would  be  a  serious  limitation  on  the 
common  law  right  to  bring  an  action  within  six  years,  and 
would  make  the  law  in  this  respect  different  within  and  be- 
yond the  limits  of  the  metropolis,  to  which,  by  sect.  4,  the 
statute  extends.  Many  persons  are  referred  to  in  the 
statute  to  whom  sect.  108  would  apply,  without  including 
in  it  all  persons.  By  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  3,  the 
tenn  "  person"  includes  "  a  body  corporate ;"  so  that  the 
words  **  other  person,"  in  sect.  lOS,  would  apply  to  the 
commissioners  of  sewers  of  the  city  of  London^  and  to  the 
commissioners  of  police  of  the  metropolis,  who  by  sects.  69 
and  70  have  a  power  of  interference  in  the  case  of  dangerous 
structures  within  the  city  of  London  and  elsewhere  respec- 
tively. [  Wilks,  J.  The  commissioners  of  sewers  have  pro- 
tection as  judges  of  a  court  of  record.]  The  words  "other 
person,"  in  sect.  108,  would  also  apply  to  the  metropolitan 
board  of  works,  whose  powers  are  defined  in  sect.  32; 
to  the  assistant  surveyor,  sect.  36 ;  the  deputy  district  sur- 
veyor, appointed  under  sect.  35  or  sect.  37 ;  the  superin- 
tending architect  of  metropolitan  buildings  and  his  deputy, 
sects.  62,  63;  the  surveyor  appointed  under  sect.  69;  and 
generally  to  the  assistants  required  by  the  surveyor,  as  by 
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1866.  sect.  3!,  "every  building,  and  every  work  done  to,  in,  or 
Williams  upon  any  building,"  is  subject  to  his  supervision.  In  Col- 
GoLDiMG.  '*^  ^'  P^^^yW  >t  was  decided  that,  under  the  Metropolis 
Building  Act,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s,  100,  which  gave  protec- 
tion to  "  any  person  or  persons  for  anything  done  in  pur- 
suance of  this  act,"  the  owner  of  a  house  was  within  the 
words  "  any  person,"  though  not  within  the  spirit  of  tlie 
Act;  and  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84,  s.  108,  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, contained  nearly  the  same  general  words.  The  present 
Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  108,  was  intended  to  correct 
that  decision.  Even  if  sect.  108  applies  to  a  building  owner, 
who  has  power  by  sect.  83  to  interfere  with  his  neigh- 
bour's house  to  a  certain  extent,  it  would  not  follow  that  it 
includes  the  builder,  whose  acts  are  done  only  in  pursuance 
of  a  contract  with  the  building  owner.  This  point  was 
not  decided  in  Wheeler  v.  Gray  (b)\  Cockburn^  C.  J., 
expressed  the  inclination  of  his  opinion,  p.  592 — 3 ;  but 
Willes,  J.,  said,  p.  595,  that  before  coming  to  any  conclu- 
sion on  it  he  should  think  it  necessary  to  consider  the 
decisions  upon  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  12  Sc  13  Vict.  c.  106, 
s,  159,  which  contained  general  words,  but  was  confined  to 
persons  acting  officially  under  the  statute ;  Carruthers  v. 
Payne (c),  per  Besty  C.  J.;  Edge  v.  Porker  (rf) ;  Knight  v. 
Turgtiand(e).  The  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes  is, 
that  general  words  following  particular  ones  apply  only  to 
persons  or  things  ejusdem  generis;  Sandiman\. Breach{f  )\ 
Branwell  v.  PennecAig);  Peate  v.  Dicken{h);  Kitchen  v. 
Shaw{i);   Reg.  v.  Cleworlh(k). 

The  cases  which  will  be  relied  on  for  the  Defendant  are 
distinguishable.   Collins  v.  Poney  (a) ;  Pratt  v.  Hillman  (/) ; 

(fl)  9  Eatt  322. 

(6;  4  C.  B.,  N.  S.  584  ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  606. 

(c)  5  Bing.  270.  279,  280.  (A)  I  C.  M.  ^  JL  422. 

(d)  8  B.  4-  C.  697.  ^i)  6  A.  ^  E.  729. 

(f)  2  M.^W.  101.  (k)  4  B.  4-  S.  927. 
(/)  7  B.  4^  C.  96,  100.                      (/)  4  B.  4  C.  269. 

(g)  1(1.536. 
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Wells  V.  Ody{a)\  Htyhes  v.  Buckland{b),  were  decided  1866. 
on  enactments  which  contained  the  words  "any  person."  Williamc 
In  Newton  v.  Ellis  (c)  the  Defendant  was  within  the  ex- 
press words  "  person  whomsoever  acting  under  the  direc- 
tion of"  the  local  board  of  health,  in  stat.  11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  63,  s.  139.  The  servants  of  the  West  India  Dock  Com- 
pany, in  Wallace  v.  Smith  {d);  the  dockmaster  of  the 
Commercial  Dock  Company,  in  Smith  v.  Shaw  {e) ;  and 
the  surveyor  of  highways,  in  Davis  v.  Curling  (/),  were 
officilil  persons,  and  therefore  within  the  protecting  clause. 

PhiWrick  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  applying  the 
maxim  noscitur  a  sociis  to  the  construction  of  the  words 
''district  surveyor  or  other  person"  in  sect  108  of  stat. 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  all  the  parts  of  the  statute  are  to  be 
taken  together ;  Lincoln  College's  Case  (g).  And  it  is  neces- 
sary to  see  what  are  the  acts  of  the  Defendant  for  which 
the  action  is  brought.  The  Defendant  is  a  person  whose 
operations  are,  by  sect.  31,  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the 
district  surveyor,  and  that  supervision  is  carried  out  by 
sects.  41,  42,  47.  By  sect.  45  the  builder  is  the  person  to 
whom  notice  of  the  intention  of  putting  the  Act  in  force  is 
to  be  given  by  the  district  surveyor.  Sect  86  empowers 
the  building  owner,  his  servants,  agents  or  workmen  to 
enter  on  any  premises  and  execute  any  work  in  pursuance 
of  the  Act.  No  other  officers  who  require  protection  are 
mentioned  in  the  statute  except  the  **  district  surveyor ;" 
which  term,  as  interpreted  by  sect.  3,  includes  his  deputies 
and  assistants. 

In  Newton  v.  Ellis  {jc)j  the  Defendant  had  contracted 
with  a  local  board  of  health  to  dig  wells  for  them,  and  in 
working  one  of  them  in  a  highway  he  left  a  hole  without 

(a)  2  CM.  if  R,  128.  (e)  10  B.  4"  C.  277. 

(6)  15  M.  if  W.  346.  (/)  8  Q.  B.  286. 

(f)  5  £.  4-  B.  115.  {g)  3  Co.  58  6,  59  6. 
{d)  5  EfiU,  1 15. 
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light  by  night,  whereby  the  Plaintiff*  was  injured,  and  he 
was  held  to  be  protected  by  sect.  139  of  stat.  11  &  12  VicL 
c.  63,  the  words  of  which  are  "  other  oOScer  or  person  whom- 
soever acting  under  the  direction  of  the  said  local  board." 
In  Wheeler  v.  Gray  (a),  the  point  now  in  question  was  not 
decided  either  in  this  Court  or  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
but  Cockburji,  C.  J.,  in  this  Court  said,  p.  592 — 3,  '*  it 
has  been  contended,  on  the  one  hand,  that  a  large  and 
liberal  view  of  the  statute  should  be  taken  in  favour  of 
persons  who  are  acting  for  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  and 
that,  I  must  own,  is  the  inclination  of  my  opinion." 
The  actions  against  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  were  not  for 
anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  because  they  were 
not  persons  having  a  special  authority  under  it,  but  per- 
sons in  whom  the  title  to  property  is  vested  by  virtue  of  the 
Act.  [Byles,  J.  And  if  the  protection  extended  to  them, 
it  would  extend  to  the  vendees  of  the  property  ad  infinitum. 
WilleSf  J.  Another  reason  is  that  when  these  protections 
were  first  given,  the  assignees  did  not  take  under  the  Act, 
but  by  assignment  from  the  chief  commissioner.]  In  Edye 
V.  Parker  (J),  the  protecting  clause,  sect.  44,  of  stat.  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  16,  gave  protection  to  "any  person  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,"  and  Bayley,  J.  said,  p.  701, 
"  the  right  construction  of  the  clause  appears  to  be  this  : 
if  the  assignee  does  an  act  directed  by  the  statute,  but  does 
it  erroneously,  he  is  protected ;  but  if  he  does  the  act  as 
the  result  of  his  ownership  of  that  which  was  the  bank- 
rupt's property,  and  not  by  the  direction  of  the  statute, 
that  is  not  done  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  and  he  is 
responsible  for  it."  In  Pratt  v.  Hillman  (c)  the  raising  a 
party-wall  was  held  to  be  within  the  protection  of  stat.  14 
Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  100. 
The  words  of  sect.  108  of  stat.  18  &    19  Vict.  c.  122, 


(a)  4  C.  B.,  N,  S.  584  ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S,  606. 
(6)  8  B.  <J  C.  697;     .  (c)  4  B.  4^  C.  269. 
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are  "anything  done  or  intended  to  be  done  under  the  1865. 
provisions  of  this  Act."  The  Defendant  gave  the  notice  "williams 
required  by  the  statute  that  he  was  going  to  build,  thereby 
showing  an  intention  to  act  under  it.  In  Part  III.,  which 
relates  to  party  structures,  sect.  83  confers  on  the  building 
owner  a  right  to  do  acts  which  would  be  a  trespass  if  the 
statute  did  not  give  power  to  do  them :  "  (2.)  A  right  to 
pull  down  and  rebuild  any  party  structure  that  is  so  far 
defective  or  out  of  repair  as  to  make  it  necessary  or  de- 
sirable to  pull  down  the  same :"  "  (7.)  A  right  to  pull 
down  any  party  structure  that  is  of  insufficient  strength 
for  any  building  intended  to  be  built,  and  to  rebuild 
the  same  of  sufficient  strength  for  the  above  purpose, 
upon  condition  of  making  good  all  damage  occasioned 
thereby  to  the  adjoining  premises,  &c. :"  "(8)  A  right  to 
cut  into  any  party  structure  upon  condition  of  making 
good  all  damage  occasioned  to  the  adjoining  premises  by 
such  operation:"  "(11.)  A  right  to  perform  any  other 
necessary  works  incident  to  the  connexion  of  party  struc- 
ture with  the  premises  adjoining  thereto."  [Erie,  C.  J.  This 
was  not  a  necessary  work  within  subsection  (II):  all  the 
subsections  of  sect.  83  contemplate  works  to  be  done  in  con- 
sequence of  insufficient  party  structures.]  The  Defendant 
was  exercising  the  right  given  to  the  building  owner  by 
subsection  (8). 

The  Defendant  is  protected  if  he  bon^  fide  believed 
that  he  was  acting  "under  the  provisions  of  this  Act." 
[Willes,  J.  He  must  have  honestly  believed  in  the 
existence  of  a  state  of  things  which,  if  true,  would  protect 
hira,  or,  in  other  words,  must  have  had  an  intention  to 
do  something  which  the  Act  would  justify.  The  construc- 
tion which  in  Roberts  v.  Orchard  in  error  (a)  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  following  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  Hermann 
V.  Seneschal  (Z>),  put  upon  the  words  "  anything  done  in 
pursuance  of  this  Act,"  reflects  light  on  the  sort  of  person 

(fl)  2  U,^  C.  769.  {b)  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.  392. 
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1865.  intended  by  the  legislature  in  this  enactment.  The  statute 
Williams  does  not  deal  with  the  manner  in  which  acts  are  done.  I 
GoLDiNG.  cannot  conceive  why,  if  the  builder  dees  anything  un- 
reasonable, he  should  be  within  the  protection  of  the  Act. 
Suppose  he  dug  the  foundations  without  underpinning  the 
party-wall.]  In  that  case  he  could  not  have  intended  to 
exercise  powers  under  the  Act 

Section  94  gives  a  specific  remedy  if  the  building  owner 
fails  ^'  to  make  good  any  damage  he  may  occasion  to  the 
property  of  the  adjoining  owner  by  any  works  authorized 
to  be  executed  by  him :"  it  imposes  a  penalty  not  exceeding 
20/.  for  each  day  during  which  such  failure  continues. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  This  is  an  action  against  a  tradesman  em- 
ployed by  a  person,  who  in  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act, 
1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  is  called  "the  building  owner," 
to  do  work  to  a  party- wall.  The  building  owner  desired  to 
deepen  his  premises,  and  in  doing  so  it  was  necessary  to 
undermine  the  wall  of  the  adjoining  house,  and  there  was 
a  clear  duty  on  the  Defendant  to  underpin  it  so  that  no 
damage  should  accrue  to  the  Plaintiff:  he  underpinned  the 
wall  insufficiently,  and  injury  thereby  accrued  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, for  which  this  action  was  brought.  The  Defendant 
says  that  he  is  entitled  to  judgment,  because  no  notice 
of  action  was  delivered  to  him,  and  other  requisites  of  sect. 
108  were  not  complied  with.  That  section  says  that  "  no 
writ  or  process  shall  be  sued  out  against  any  district  sur- 
veyor or  other  person  for  anything  done  or  intended  to 
be  done  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  until  the  expira- 
tion of  one  month  next  after  notice."  The  Defendant  is 
not  district  surveyor,  nor  was  he  authorized  by  the  district 
surveyor  to  do  this  insufiicient  work ;  on  the  contrary,  the 
district  surveyor  found  fault  with  him  for  his  mode  of 
doing  the  work.  But  he  contends  that  protection  is  given 
to  him  by  the  words  "  district  surveyor  or  other  person," 


V, 
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Some  limitation  must,  however,  be  put  on  the  words  **  other        1865. 
person;"    for  the  statute  did  not  mean  to  protect  every     William* 
person  who,  intending  to  do  something  under  its  provisions, 
did  a  wrong  to  his  neighbour.     And  I  come  to  this  con- 
clusion,  because,  by  several   statutes   passed  before   the 
Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  protection  was  given  to 
"  any  person,"  but  by  this  statute  protection  is  given  to 
the  "  district  surveyor  or  other  person."     The  introduction 
of  the  words  "district  surveyor"  shows  an  intention  to  re- 
strict the  protection  to  a  particular  class,  viz.,  either  official 
persons  discharging  official  duties  cast  upon  them  by  the 
statute,  or  persons  doing  some  act  towards  their  neighbour 
in  respect  of  which  they  are  performing  or  .intending  to 
perform  a  statutory  duty.     A  person  who  for  private  pur- 
poses, and  for  the  better  enjoyment  of  his  own  premises, 
without  any  duty  cast  upon  him  by  statute,  alters  his  pre- 
mises, and,  in  doing  so,  injures  his  neighbour's,  is  not  of 
that  class.    The  words  of  sect.  108  of  this  statute,  and  a 
comparison  between  the  provision  in  this  and  former  sta- 
tutes in  e&dem  materia,  and  the  cases  on  the  Bankruptcy 
Acts,  support  this  view ;  as  also  do  the  authorities  which 
Mr.  Macnamara  clearly,  learnedly  and  amply  brought  be- 
fore us. 

In  Newton  v.  Ullis  (a),  which  at  first  appeared  an 
authority  the  other  way,  tht!  Defendant  had  contracted 
with  a  local  board  of  health  to  dig  wells  for  them,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  and  under  the  direction  of  their  surveyor, 
and  therefore  he  was  clearly  within  the  words  of  stat. 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  139.  In  Wheeler  v.  Gray{b),  the 
question  was  left  without  adjudication. 

Some  reliance  was  placed  on  the  ground  that  this  was  a 
right  which  the  Defendant  bonli  fide  intended  to  exercise 
under  the  provisions  of  stat.  18  &  19  Fict,  c.  122.  But 
it  is  one  of  the  rights  given  to  a  building  owner  for  his 


(a)  5  E.  *  B.  115. 

(6)  4  C.  B.,  N.  S.  584;  affirmed,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  606.  J 
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1865.        own  benefit,  and  interferes  with  his  neighbour's  rights  of 

Williams     property.     Section  83,  subsections  (7),  (8,  (9),  gives  indi- 

^    ••  vidua!  rights  to  a  building  owner,  but  "  upon  condition  of 

GOLDIKO.  .        °  °  \  ^ 

making  good  all  damage  occasioned  to  the  adjoining 
premises ;"  and  the  building  owner  and  the  Defendant 
stand  in  eodem  jure.  Subsection  (8)  gives  '*  a  right  to  cut 
into  any  party  structure  upon  condition  of  making  good 
all  damage  occasioned  to  the  adjoining  premises  by  such 
operation."  The  Defendant  has  not  made  good  the 
damage  done  here,  and  so  has  broken  the  condition,  and 
his  right  is  therefore  gone.  Consequently  he  has  done  an 
actionable  wrong  and  is  not  within  the  protection  of  sect. 
108. 

Sect  94,  which  gives  a  penalty  not  exceeding  20/.  a  day 
for  failure  in  making  good  the  damage  done,  is,  I  think, 
cumulative,  and  was  not  intended  to  take  away  the  right  of 
action. 

But  my  judgment  proceeds  chiefly  on  the  first  ground. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  concur  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  on  the  first  and  main  ground. 

But  if  Mr.  Philbrick  had  succeeded  in  bringing  the 
Defendant  within  the  words  "other  person"  in  sect.  108, 
in  the  sense  that  he  was  a  person  exercising  a  statutory 
power,  he  would  have  had  great  difficulty  in  satisfying  the 
Court  that  a  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  Defendant 
on  the  other  branch  of  Mr.  Macnamara's  objection;  for 
it  appears  on  the  evidence  that  not  only  did  the  Defendant 
put  in  an  insufficient  foundation,  but  he  was  warned  that 
it  was  so,  and  he  persisted  in  leaving  it  there,  instead  of 
putting  in  fourteen-inch  brickwork  as  a  foundation.  Mr. 
Philbrick  acted  wisely  in  not  asking  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury  whether  the  Defendant  intended  bon&  fide  to 
act  in  pursuance  of  the  Act. 

Byles  and  Keating,  Js.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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WiLLSON  and  Another  v.  The   London,  Italian 
AND  Adriatic  Steam  Navigation  Company 

/T  •      •-.    J\  Monday, 

(Lamited/.  Siwember  13. 

The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act,  1862,  25  &  26  Viet.  e.  63,  Merchant  Ship- 
i.  67  :   Where  the  owner  of  goods  imported  in  a  ahip  from  foreigrn  parts  ping  Jci 
&ils  to  make  entry  thereof,  or  having  made  entry  thereof  to  land  the  Amendment 
same  or  take  delivery  thereof,  and  to  proceed  therewith  with  all  con-  Act,  18(i2. 
venient  speed  by  the  times  after  mentioned,  the  ship-owner  may  make  25  4-  26  Vict, 
entry  of  and  land  or  unship  the  goods  at  the  times,  in  the  manner,  e.  63,  s.  67- 
and  subject  to  the  conditions  following:  "(!•)  If  a  time  for  the  de-  Bill  of  lading, 
livery  of  the  goods  is  expressed  in  the  charter-party,  bill  of  lading,  Owner  of  goods. 
or   agreement,    then    at    any  time    after   the    time   so   expressed."  Landing  oj 
**(2.)  If  no  time  is  expressed  then  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  goods, 
seventy-two  hours,  &c,  after  the  report  of  the  s'lip."     "(^O  '^  *^  ^"7  Ship-owHer, 
time  before  the  goods  are  landed  or  unshipped  the  owner  of  the  goods 
is  ready  and  offers  to  land  or  take  delivery  of  the  same,  he  shall  he 
allowed  so  to  do,  and  his  entry  shall  in  such  case  be  preferred  to  any 
entry  which  may  have  been  made  by  the  ship-owner.*'    A  bill  of  lading 
in  the  usual  form  provided  that  '*  simultaneously  with  the  ship  being 
ready  to  unload  the  above-mentioned  goods  or  any  part  thereof,"  the 
consignee  should  be  ready  td  receive  the  same  from  the  ship's  side, 
either  on  the  wharf  or  quay  at  which  the  ship  might  lie  for  discharge 
or  into  lighters,  and  in  default  thereof  the  master  or  agent  of  the  ship 
was  authorized  to  land  the  goods  at  the  risk  and  expense  of  the  con- 
signee.    Under  this  bill  of  lading  65  pipes  of  lemon  juice  were  loaded 
on  board  a  steamer  trading  between  the  Mediterranean  and  London, 
which  arrived  at  London  on  the  23rd  March^  and  early  on  the  morning 
of  the  24th  was  ready  to  deliver  at  the  wharf  and  had  landed  15  of 
the  65  pipes  on  the  wharf  before  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  holders  of 
the  bills  of  lading,  wgre  ready  with  their  lighter ;  they  then  applied  for 
delivery  of  the  remainder  into  their  lighter,  which  the  Defendants,  the 
ship-owners,  refused,  and  landed  them  on  the  wharf.     In  an  action  to 
recover  wharfage  chart^es  and  demunage  for  detention  of  lighter. 

1.  Held,  that  under  the  bill  of  lading  and  under  sect  67(5)  the  Defendants, 

assuming  that  they  would  incur  no  loss  or  expense  by  unloading  the 
remaining  pipes  into  the  lighter  instead  of  on  the  wharf,  were  bound 
to  deliver  them  to  the  Plaintiffs  ;  and  therefore  the  Plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover. 

2.  Quaere,  whether  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  goodn  was  expressed  in 

tlie  bill  of  lading  within  the  meaning  uf  sect.  67  (1)? 

rjlIlE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the 
-■-  PlaintifTs  were  owners  of  goods,  to  wit,  65  pipes  of 
lemon  juice,  within  the  meaning  of  the  "  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  Amendment  Act,  1862,"  and  were  entitled  as 
agents  for  the  owners  thereof  to  the  possession  of  the  same, 
and  the  Defendants  were  the  owners  of  a  ship  called  the 
Adria,  and  that  the  goods  were  imported  in  the  ship 
from  foreign   parts  into  the    United  Kingdom,  and  that 
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before  the  goods  wer'e  landed  or  unshipped  the  Plaintiffs 
made  entry  of  the  goods  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  for 
the  landing  and  warehousing  thereof  at  their  wharf  called 
Willson's  Wharf,  which  wharf  was  not  the  wharf  at  which 
the  ship  was  discharging,  and  were  entitled  and  ready  and 
offered  to  take  delivery  of  the  goods,  of  all  which  premises 
the  Defendants  had  notice.  Averment,  that  all  things  were 
done  and  had  happened  and  existed,  and  all  times  had 
elapsed,  to  entitle  them  to  take  such  delivery,  and  to  land 
the  goods ;  yet  the  Defendants  did  not  allow  them  so  to 
do,  but  without  the  consent,  and  contrary  to  the  express 
directions  of  the  Plaintiffs,  landed  and  unshipped  the 
goods  at  a  wharf  or  place,  to  wit,  at  Fresh  Wharf,  other 
than  the  Plaintiffs'  wharf,  which  had  been  named  in  the 
entry ;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  Plaintiffs 
were  compelled  and  obliged,  in  order  to  obtain  possession 
of  the  goods,  to  pay  divers  large  sums  of  money,  and 
the  expenses  which  had  been  incurred  by  reason  of  such 
landing  and  unshipping;  and  also  lost  the  use  of,  and 
had  to  pay,  large  sums  for  the  demurrage  of  divers  barges 
and  lighters,  and  for  the  services  of  divers  persons, 
which  and  whom  they  had  employed  to  take  delivery  and 
obtain  possession  of  the  same  goods,  &c. 

There  were  also  counts  for  the  conversion  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs* goods,  and  for  the  demurrage  of  barges  and  lighters, 
and  the  common  money  counts. 

The  Defendants  pleaded,  among  other  pleas,  to  the  first 
count : 

Fourth.  That  the  goods  were  carried  by  them  under  the 
terms  of  a  bill  of  lading,  wherein  a  certain  time  was  ex- 
pressed for  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  not  at  that  time,  nor  at  any  time  subsequently  down 
to  and  at  the  time  of  the  landing,  ready  and  willing  to  take 
delivery  of  the  goods,  whereupon  the  Defendants  landed  the 
goods  on  a  wharf  suitable  and  proper  for  that  purpose. 
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Fifth.  That  the  goods  were  carried  by  them  under  a  bill        1865. 
of  hiding,  and  upon,  amongst  other  terms,  the  condition      Willson 

following^  that  is  to  say,  that  simultaneously  with  the  ship  lq^^q^  ^^ 

being  ready  to  unload  the  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  Steam  Navi- 

,  OATION 

consignees  of  the  goods  should  be  bound  to  be  ready  to     Company. 

receive  the  same  from  the  ship's  side  either  on  the  wharf  or 

qaay  at  which  the  ship  might  lie  for  discharge,  or  into 

lighters  provided   with  a  sufficient   number  of  men    to 

receive  and  stow  the  goods  therein,  and  in  default  thereof 

the  master  or  agent  of  the  ship  was  thereby  authorized  to 

enter  the  goods  at  the  Custom  House,  and  land,  warehouse 

or  place  them  in  lighters  at  the  risk  and  expense  of  the 

consignees  of  the  goods;  and  that  after  the  arrival  of  the 

ship  with  the  goods  the  ship  was  ready  to  unload  the 

goods,  and  that  the  consignees  were  not  ready  to  receive 

them  according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition ;  wherefore 

the  master  of  the  ship  entered  the  goods  at  the  Custom 

House,  and  landed  them  in  accordance  with  tlie  terms  of 

the  condition. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall^ 
after  Trinity  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  Defendants  were 
owners  of  the  steamer  Adria,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
were  wharfingers  carrying  on  business  at  Willson' s  Wharfs 
Sovthwark,  were  holders  of  bills  of  lading  of  65  pipes  of 
lemon  juice  imported  in  that  ship ;  and  the  action  was 
brought  against  the  Defendants  for  wrongfully  landing  the 
goods  on  the  wharf  where  the  ship  was  discharging,  instead 
of  delivering  them  to  the  Plaintiffs'  lighter  alongside,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  to  pay  wharfage 
charges  before  they  could  get  possession  of  them.  On  the 
occasion  in  question,  the  Adria,  which  was  an  expensive 
and  quick  steamer  trading  between  various  ports  in  the 
Mediterranean  and  London,  and  usually  bringing  a  cargo 
of  lemons,  oranges  and  other  fruits,  arrived  at  London  on 
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1866.        the  23rd  March,  1863,  and  was  reported  at  the  Custom 
WiLLsoN      House  about  12-30  p.m. 
London  &c        When  a  ship  is  reported  inwards  the  agents  under  autho- 
Steam  Navi.  rity  of  the  bills  of  lading  also  pass  an  entry  in  the  master's 

OATION  r  11       I  111  t 

Company,  name  for  all  the  goods  on  board  to  meet  the  contmgency 
of  the  consignees'  neglect  to  do  so.  This  entry  authorizes 
landing  the  goods  at  the  wharf  where  the  ship  lies  for  dis- 
charge, and  applies  to  free  goods  as  well  as  bonded  goods, 
and  is  an  imperfect  entry.  As  is  common  with  MediUr^ 
ranean  steamers  the  entries  of  the  Adria  inwards  and 
outwards  were  made  at  the  same  time. 

The  Adria  then  proceeded  to  her  discharging  berth  at 
Fresh  Wharf.  On  the  same  day,  between  three  and  four 
o'clock,  the  Plaintiffs  being  aware  of  her  arrival  at  London 
made  the  usual  entry  of  their  pipes  of  lemon  juice  at  the 
Custom  House  for  Willson^s  Wharf  and  having  got  from  the 
ship's  agent  a  delivery  order  passed  it  at  the  Custom  House ; 
they  also  obtained  a  freight  release  from  the  ship's  brokers 
and  lodged  it,  together  with  the  delivery  order,  on  board 
the  Adria.  These  are  the  proper  documents  to  enable  a 
consignee  on  application  to  have  the  goods  delivered  to 
him.  They  also  gave  orders  to  a  lighterman  to  take  a 
barge  to  the  Adria  at  Fresh  Wharf  and  receive  delivery  of 
the  65  pipes  of  lemon  juice.  The  Adria  continued  to 
discharge  her  cargo  all  night,  as  is  common  with  Mediter- 
ranean steamers  for  the  sake  of  dispatch,  whereby  they  are 
enabled  to  charge  corresponding  moderate  freights  to  the 
consignees.  On  the  morning  of  the  24th,  between  seven 
and  eight  o'clock,  the  pipes  of  lemon  juice  were  reached  ; 
and  at  eight  o'clock,  when  the  Plaintiffs'  foreman  came  on 
board  and  inquired  when  they  would  be  ready  to  deliver 
the  lemon  juice,  he  was  told  that  seven  or  eight  pipes  had 
been  landed  on  the  captain's  entry,  and  he  then  asked  them 
to  wait  till  his  lighter  came  up.  The  ship  broker  said  that 
they  could  not  stop   the  unloading.      There  were   other 
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lighters  then  alongside.  At  half-past  nine  o'clock,  the 
Plaintifls'  lighter  came  up  and  was  ready  alongside  with 
the  proper  number  of  men  to  receive  the  goods.  At  this 
time  fifteen  pipes  had  been  landed;  the  remaining  fifty, 
except  some  which  had  been  drawn  forward,  were  in  the 
aflerhold.  The  Plaintiffs'  foreman  then  asked  to  have 
tlie  other  fifty  delivered  to  the  lighter ;  but  the  ship  broker 
again  said  that  he  could  not  knock  off  the  men,  and  they 
also  were  landed  on  the  wharf. 

The  Plaintiffs  gave  some  evidence  of  a  practice  for  the 
ship's  crew  to  assist  in  clearing  away  lighters  alongside 
which  have  received  part  of  the  cargo,  in  order  to  allow 
other  lighters  to  come  alongside  to  receive  the  cargo  of  a 
particular  consignee. 

The  Defendants  on  the  other  hand  contended  that  it  was 
not  the  business  of  the  ship's  crew  to  assist  lighters  to  get 
alongside,  but  exclusively  the  duty  of  the  lighterman  to 
place  his  lighter  in  a  position  to  receive  the  goods ;  and 
that  if  he  failed  to  do  so  it  was  his  default,  and  any  impedi- 
ment to  his  doing  so  became  a  question  between  him  and 
the  harbour  authorities,  wharfingers,  or  others  causing  such 
impediment ;  and  that  the  lighter  was  not  alongside  and 
ready  until  she  was  under  the  ship's  tackle. 

The  bills  of  lading,  which  were  in  the  usual  form,  stated 
that  the  goods  were  shipped  on  board  the  Adria  at  Messina, 
to  be  delivered  at  the  port  of  London  from  the  ship's  deck  to 
shipper's  order,  when  the  ship's  responsibility  should  cease, 
and  contained  the  following  clause: — "Simultaneously 
with  the  ship  being  ready  to  unload  the  above-mentioned 
goods  or  any  part  thereof,  the  consignee  of  the  said  goods 
is  hereby  bound  to  be  ready  to  receive  the  samj  from  the 
ship's  side,  either  on  the  wharf  or  quay  at  which  the  ship 
may  be  for  discharge  or  into  lighters  provided  with  a 
sufficient  number  of  men  to  receive  and  stow  the  goods 
therein,  and  in  default  thereof  the  master  or  agent  of  the 
ship  is  hereby  authorized  to  enter  the  said  goods  at  the 
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Custom  House,  and  land,  warehouse  or  place  them  in  lighters 
at  the  risk  and  expense  of  the  said  consignee  of  the  goods 
after  they  leave  the  deck  of  the  ship." 

The  following  were  the  particulars  of  the  Plaintiffs'  claim : 

"  Money  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  Defend- 
ants in  satisfaction  of  a  lien  claimed  by  the  proprietors  of 
Fresh  Wharf  on  the  Plaintiffs'  goods  for  charges  in  land- 
ing and  shipping  sixty-five  pipes  of  lime  juice  from  the  ship 
'  Adria  from  Messina,  and  for  cooperage  and  for  delivery 
of  same  and  for  entry,  being  charges  incurred  and  which 
ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Defendants         •     £8   11     8 

To  demurrage  for  detention  of  craft  and  loss 

of  lighterman's  time  .         .         .         .       3  10    0 


£12     1     8" 


For  the  purposes  of  this  case  it  was  conceded  that  the 
fifteen  pipes  were  rightly  discharged,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  ready  alongside  with  a  lighter  and  the  proper  number 
of  men  to  receive  their  goods  before  the  remaining  pipes 
were  discharged. 

A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  Plaintiffs,  leave  being 
reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants  on 
the  ground  that  as  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  ready  to  take 
deHvery  of  the  goods  at  the  commencement  of  the  discharge, 
the  Defendants  were  entitled  under  the  bill  of  lading  to 
discharge  them  on  the  wharf. 

In  this  term, 

Wathin  Williams  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act,  1862, 25  k 
26  Vict.  c.  63,  s,  67,  enacts,  "  Where  the  owner  of  any  goods 
imported  in  any  ship  from  foreign  parts  into  the  United 
Kingdom  fails  to  make  entry  thereof,  or  having  made 
entry  thereof  to  land  the  same  or  take  delivery  thereof  and 
to  proceed  therewith  with  all  convenient  speed,  by  the 
times  severally  hereinafler  mentioned,  the  shipowner  may 
make  entry  of  and  land  or  unship  the  said  goods  at  the 
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times,  in  the  manner,  and  subject  to  the  conditions  follow-        ^Q"^* 
ing ;  (that  is  to  say) —  Willson 

"(I.)  If  a  time  for  the  dehvery  of  tiie  goods  is  expressed  London,  &c. 
in  the  charter-party,  bill  of  lading,  or  agreement,  then  at  '^  oation^*" 
any  time  after  the  time  so  expressed  :  Company. 

'*  (2.)  If  no  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  is  expressed 
in  the  charter-party,  bill  of  lading,  or  agreement,  then  at 
any  time  after  the  expiration  of  seventy-two  hours,  ex- 
clusive of  a  Sunday  or  holiday,  after  the  report  of  the  ship:*' 

*'(5)  If  at  any  time  before  the  goods  are  landed  or  un- 
shipped the  owner  of  the  goods  is  ready  and  offers  to  land 
or  take  delivery  of  the  same,  he  shall  be  allowed  so  to  do, 
and  his  entry  shall  in  such  case  be  preferred  to  any  entry 
which  may  have  been  made  by  the  ship-owner :" 

"(7).  If  at  any  time  before  the  goods  are  landed  or  un- 
shipped the  owner  thereof  has  made  entry  for  the  landing 
and  warehousing  thereof  at  any  particular  wharf  or  ware- 
house other  than  that  at  which  the  ship  is  discharging,  and 
has  offered  and  been  ready  to  take  delivery  tliereof,  and  the 
shipowner  has  failed  to  make  such  delivery  and  has  also 
failed  at  the  time  of  such  offer  to  give  the  owner  of  the 
goods  correct  information  of  the  time  at  which  such  goods 
can  be  delivered,  then  the  ship-owner  shall,  before  landing 
or  unshipping  such  goods  under  the  power  hereby  given  to 
him,  give  to  the  owner  of  the  goods  or  of  such  wharf  or 
warehouse  as  last  aforesaid  twenty-four  hours'  notice  in 
writing  of  his  readiness  to  deliver  the  goods,  and  shall,  if  he 
lands  or  unships  the  same  without  such  notice,  do  so  at  his 
own  risk  and  expense." 

By  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  66,  the  expression 
** owner  of  goods"  shall  include  every  person  who  is 
for  the  time  being  entitled,  either  as  owner  or  agent  for  the 

owner,  to  the  possession  of  the  goods,  "  subject  in  the  case 

of  a  lien,  if  any,  to  such  lien." 

Jo^ph  Brown  and  7^,  M,  White  showed  cause.— First. 

D  2 
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^Q^^*        The  bill  of  lading  does  not  by  the  words  *'  simultaneously 

W1LL8ON  with  the  ship  being  ready  to  unload"  express  "  a  time  for 
London,  &c.  ^^^  delivery  of  the  goods"  within  art.  (1)  of  sect.  67  of 
Steam  Navi-   gtat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63  :  it  expresses  a  time  within  which 

OATION  ^  * 

Company,  the  owner  of  the  goods  is  bound  to  receive  them,  viz., 
whenever  the  ship  is  ready  to  unload,  but  not  a  time 
within  which  the  shipowner  is  bound  to  deliver  them.  If 
the  clause  were  that  the  consignee  should  be  ready  to 
receive  the  goods  within  a  reasonable  time,  that  would  not 
express  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  them ;  therefore  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  72  hours  after  the  report  of  the  ship 
under  art.  (2). 

Secondly.  If  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  is 
expressed  in  the  bill  of  lading,  the  Plaintiff  may  take  ad- 
vantage of  art.  (5),  and  is  entitled  to  have  any  part  of  the 
goods  which  are  in  the  ship  when  he  makes  application  for 
delivery  of  them  to  him.  Articles  (1),  (2)  and  (5)  are  to  be 
read  together.  Suppose  no  time  being  expressed  in  the 
bill  of  lading,  the  owner  of  the  goods  came  at  the  73rd 
hour,  and  the  landing  of  the  goods  had  not  commenced,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  have  them,  or  if  it  had  commenced  he 
would  be  entitled  to  have  the  remainder  of  them  on  board. 
[Willes,  J.  Otherwise  if  one  bale  of  a  cargo  were  put  on 
the  wharf  before  the  consignee  was  ready  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  wharfage  charges  on  the  whole  cargo.] 
In  Berresford  v.  Montgomerie  (a),  which  was  decided  on 
article  (7),  the  Court  treated  the  articles  in  sect.  67  as 
giving  to  the  owner  of  goods  substantive  rights  irre- 
spective of  the  bill  of  lading.  The  cases  there  cited, 
p.  385,  led  to  the  insertion  of  these  clauses  in  stat. 
25  &  26  VicL  c.  63,  for  the  protection  of  wharfingers. 
[Keating^  J.  Suppose  a  bill  of  lading  provided  that  if  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  had  begun  the  ship-owner  should  be 
entitled  to  go  on  discharging  without  delay.]  That  might 
exclude  the  operation  of  the  statute  by  contract  between  the 
parties. 

(fl)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.  379. 
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Thirdly.  Independently  of  stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63,  the  1865. 

Plaintiffs  were  entitled  under  the  bill  of  lading  to  have  the  Willson 

fifty  pipes  delivered  into  their  lighter.     The  bill  of  lading  loj,do„  ^^ 

is  in  its  terms  divisible.  Stkam  Navi. 


OATION 
COMPAMT. 


Watkin  Williams  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  rights  of 
the  parties  must  be  governed  by  the  contract  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  subject  to  stat.  25  &  26  VicL  c.  63.  [JSrfc,  C.  J. 
We  shall  not  decide  whether  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  is  expressed  in  this  bill  of  lading  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  art  (I)  of  sect.  67.]  Then  the  first  question 
is  on  the  construction  of  the  bill  of  lading.  The  clause 
fixing  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  is  a  unilateral 
stipulation  for  the  benefit  of  the  ship-owner:  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  consignee  that  the  time  should  be  fixed, — 
he  is  sufficiently  protected  by  the  interest  which  the  ship- 
owner has  to  discharge  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  deli- 
very of  the  goods  means  the  delivery  of  the  lot  belonging 
to  each  consignee,  and  unless  he  is  ready  at  the  beginning 
of  unloading  his  part  of  the  cargo  he  has  made  default. 
The  bill  of  lading  is  divisible  only  as  to  each  consignee. 
After  the  shipowner  has  provided  cranes  at  a  wharf,  and 
engaged  a  gang  of  men  to  discharge  the  cargo,  it  would  be 
unreasonable  that  he  should  be  interrupted  in  the  discharge 
by  a  requisition  to  unload  a  particular  lot  of  goods  into 
lighters.  Such  a  clause  as  this  has  no  reference  to  a  cargo 
coQsigned  to  one  merchant,  and  would  not  be  introduced 
into  the  bill  of  lading  under  those  circumstances.  [He 
referred  to  Ralli  v.  Janson  on  appeal  (a),  in  which  it  was 
decided  that  whether  a  loss  was  a  total  loss  of  part,  or 
an  average  loss  of  the  whole  of  the  cargo,  did  not  depend 
on  the  mode  in  which  the  cargo  was  shipped.] 

As  to  the  articles  in  stat.  25  &  26  Vict,  c.  63,  s,  67. 
Art.  (5)  relates  to  cases  in  which  clauses  are  introduced 
into  the  charter-party,  bill  of  lading  or  agreement  in  favour 

(a)  6  E  ^  B.  422. 
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^865.  of  ^i,e  ship-owner,  and  provides  that,  notwithstanding  those 

WiLLsoN  clauses,  if  the  owner  of  the  goods  comes  before  the  delivery 

London  &c.  ^^  ^^all  be  preferred.     Art  (7)  does  not  apply,  because  the 

Steam  N avi-  Plaintiff  was  not  ready  to  take  delivery  of  the  goods,  unless 


CATION 


Company,      being  SO  after  the  discharge  has  begun  is  sufficient. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  The  question  turns  on  the  construction  of  the 
contract  in  the  bill  of  lading,  which  was  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  ship-owner,  [His  Lordship  stated  the  sub- 
stance of  it.]  Under  this  bill  of  lading  sixty-five  pipes  of 
lemon  juice  were  shipped  on  board  the  Adria  and  in  due 
course  arrived  at  London.  The  ship  was  ready  to  deliver, 
at  all  events,  early  on  the  morning  of  the  24th  March, 
Before  the  consignees'  lighter  came  she  had  unloaded  fifteen 
pipes,  and  after  it  came  the  other  fifty  remained  to  be 
taken  out,  some  in  the  afterhold  and  some  drawn  forward. 
The  consignees  were  then  ready  to  receive,  and  demanded 
that  they  should  be  delivered  into  their  lighter,  when 
no  additional  expense  would  have  been  put  on  the  ship- 
owner by  reason  of  compliance  with  the*  demand.  He, 
however,  said,  '*  I  will  not  give  them  to  you,  because  if  I 
was  ready  to  unload  any  part  of  the  consignment  before 
you  were  ready  to  receive,  this  bill  of  lading  gives  me  the 
right  to  go  on  unloading  and  put  you  to  the  expense  of 
wharfage."  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  bill  of  lading;  but  that  if  part  of  the  goods  were  at 
the  wharf  and  the  remainder  on  board,  and  no  loss  or  da- 
mage would  accrue  to  the  ship-owner  by  reason  of  the 
fifteen  having  been  put  on  shore,  the  contract  is  divisible. 

The  same  question,  so  far  as  the  contract  in  the  bill  of 
lading  is  subject  to  stat.  25  &  26  VicL  c,  63,  arises  on 
sect.  67,  art.  (5)  [His  Lordship  read  it]  The  con- 
signee would  be  in  time  if,  part  of  the  goods  having  been 
landed  and  the  other  part  remaining  on  board,  he  asked 
for  the  latter,  and  the  ship-owner  could  deliver  them  with- 
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out  the  sacrifice  of  extra  expense.     Tlie  coudition  in  that  1865, 

article  applies  equally  to  the  rights  of  the  ship-owner  and  Willson 

consignee.   There  was  great  need  of  speed  in  the  discharge  London  &c 

of  the  cargo,  and  for  that  purpose  the  ship-owner  unloaded  St^^m  Navi- 

l_  7        /.  1        t  t  1  1  OATIOH 

on  the  wharf,  and  thereby  caused  expense  to  the  owner     Company. 
of  the  goods  :  tliat  he  must  defray. 

WiLLBS,  J.  I  will  put  two  illustrations  of  the  alternative 
consequences  which  would  follow  if  the  construction  which 
we  adopt  were  not  put  upon  stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63, 
*.  67. . 

Here  all  the  pipes  belonged  to  the  same  consignee ;  but 
suppose  the  first  fifleen  hud  belonged  to  A,,  and  the  re- 
maining fifty  to  B.,  and  both  were  equally  entitled  to  exercine 
tbeir  right  under  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  statute,  and 
that  J3.  had  come  before  any  of  the  fifty  pipes  had  been  put 
CD  shore,  could  the  ship-owner  refuse  to  deliver  the  fifty  to 
him  ?  Must  B.  incur  the  penalty  and  lose  the  right  given 
him  by  sect.  67  on  account  of  A.'s  default,  in  which  he  is 
not  implicated  ?  Again,  suppose  fourteen  of  the  fifleen 
pipes  put  on  shore  belonged  to  A.  and  one  to  B.,  and  then 
B.  came  for  the  remaining  forty-nine.  The  practical  ques- 
tion is  the  same.  In  either  case  the  effect  would  be  to 
saddle  B.  with  the  expense  of  procuring  the  release  of  hii 
goods  after  they  have  been  landed.  We  must  reject  a  con- 
struction of  the  statute  which  would  bring  about  such  an 
absurdity. 

As  to  the  construction  of  the  bill  of  lading,  we  have  the 
express  intimation  of  the  parties  that  they  intended  the 
authority  given  by  it  to  the  master  to  be  divisible,  which 
might  be  apportioned  in  case  of  delay ;  for  it  speaks  of 
the  ship  being  ready  to  unload  ''the  above-mentioned 
goods,  or  any  part  t/iereof.*' 

Further,  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  the 
question  is  whether  by  reason  of  the  default  of  the  consignee 
the  position  of  the  ship-owner  is  altered  with  respect  to  the 
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*Q^5'  the  goods  remaining  on  board,  so  that,  by  delivering  them 
WiLLsoN  on  demand  of  the  consignee,  he  would  incur  loss  of  time 
London,  &c.  Or  expense.  If  the  ship-owner  had  delivered  a  portion  of 
CATION  "  ^he  goods  in  a  special  way  pointed  out  by  the  bill  of  lading, 
Company,  j^  might  be  contended  that  the  case  was  within  the  rule, 
that  an  authority  once  acted  upon  cannot  be  revoked  if 
the  party  acting  upon  it  has  thereby  incurred  loss  of  time 
and  expense,  or  received  detriment.  Blasco  v.  Fletcher  (a) 
is  an  instance  of  the  application  of  that  principle,  where 
a  vessel  which  had  started  from  Liverpool  struck  upon  a 
bank  off  the  Irish  coast,  and  on  the  arrival  of  a  person 
representing  the  charterers,  the  captain  requested  him  to 
act  on  their  behalf  as  he  thought  best.  He  took  the  ship 
to  Dublin  and  incurred  expenses  in  repairing  her  and  in 
engaging  a  vessel  to  take  a  portion  of  the  cargo  to  Liver- 
pooL  Upon  the  arrival  of  the  goods  there,  the  charterers 
came  to  the  conclusion  to  sell  them.  Before  the  sale  the 
ship-owner  attempted  to  revoke  the  authority  given  by  the 
captain,  but  it  was  held  that  it  could  not  be  revoked  afler 
the  charterers  had  acted  upon  it  and  incurred  expense 
thereby.  Mercantile  convenience  requires  that  the  ship- 
owner should  not  be  able,  where  he  is  not  prejudiced,  to 
impose  a  penalty  on  the  consignee,  by  throwing  the  charge 
of  wharfage  upon  him. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  both  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract  in  the  bill  of  lading  and  of  stat. 
26  &  26  VicL  c.  63,  s,  67.  A  contrary  decision  would 
lead  to  the  absurdity  mentioned  by  my  Brother  Willes,  and 
would  work  great  injustice.  The  ship-owner,  having  landed 
fifteen  of  the  fifty  pipes,  claims  a  right  to  land  the  rest, 
and  take  the  amount  of  the  wharfage,  though  no  injury 
would  be  sustained  by  him,  out  of  the  pocket  of  the  holder 

of  the  bills  of  lading. 

Rule  discharged. 

(fl)  14  C.  B.,  JV.  5.  147. 
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1865. 
WiGAN,  Appellant,  Strange,  Respondent.  November*!?. 

The  Respondent  was  charged  before  a  metropolitan  police  magistrate  with  ^  ^7  Viet,  c. 
keeping  a  place  of  public  resort  called  the  Alhambra,  for  the  public  ^^t  ***  2,  23. 
performance  of  stage  plays,  without  licence  from  the  Lord  Chamber-  25  Oeo,  2,  c.  36. 
Iain,  contrary  to  stat  6  &  7  Viet,  e,  68,  «.  2.    The  magistrate  dismissed  ^ntertainmeni 
the  summons,  but  stated  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.    The  qftke  »tage. 
Alkamhra  is  a  place  of  public  resort,  licensed  for  dancing  and  music  Dancing  and 
by  justices,  under  stat.  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  fitted  with  the  accessories  of  a  MMtc* 
theatre,  having  at  the  back  of  the  stage  various  inclined  platforms,  BaUet  diver- 
painted  like  rocks,  and  a  cascade.     On  the  wings  and  the  scenes  at  the  tiesement, 
back  are  painted  palm  trees.  The  whole  representing  an  oriental  land- 
scape.   The  performance  was  this : — Sixty  or  seventy  females,  in  the 
costume  of  theatrical  ballet-dancers,  danced  down  the  platforms  to  the 
stage ;  they  then  formed  into  two  ranks  and  danced  the  dagger  dance, 
which  ended  in  several  of  them  standing  over  the  others  as  if  in 
triumph,  and  retiring,  when  others  came  forward   with   sham    palm 
leaves  in  their  hands,  and  danced,  waving  them,  and  formed  an  avenue, 
down  which  a  female  of  superior  order  in  dancing  passed,  and  they 
retiring,  she  performed  a  pas  seul  with  gestures.    The  other  dancers 
then  formed  groups,  placing  the  palm  leaves  so  as  to  represent  the 
opening  of  a  flower;  others  had  a  palisade,  and  danced  with  it  so 
as  to  represent  a  basket  of  flowers.      Such  a  performance  is,  in  the 
^  theatricsi  profession,  called  a  ballet  divertissement,  and  could  not  be 
presented  without  such  stage  accessories.      The  dagger  dance  was 
brought  out  originally  at  Drury  Lane  Theatre.     A  ballet  divertissement 
can  be  described  so  as  to  enable  a  copy  of  the  directions  for  it  to  be 
sent  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain. 

1.  Held,  That  the  Court  could  not  say  as  a  matter  of  law  that  this  perform- 

ance was  "  an  entertainment  of  the  stage"  within  sect.  23,  and  therefore 
would  not  interfere  with  the  decision  of  the  magistrate. 

2.  Semble,  per  WiUee,  Byles  and  Keating,  Js.,  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  was 

within  sect.  23 ;  dissentiente,  £W«,  C.  J. 

CASE  stated  by  a  metropolitan  police  magistrate,  under 
Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.c.iS. 

On  the  hearing  of  a  complaint  by  the  Appellant  against 
the  Respondent,  under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  68,  that  the 
Respondent  on  &c.,  at  a  certain  house  and  place  of  public 
resort,  called  the  Alhambra  Palace,  Leicester  Square,  in 
&c.,  unlawfully  had  and  kept  the  said  house  and  place  of 
public  resort  for  the  public  performance  of  stage  plays,  with- 
out authority  by  virtue  of  letters -patent  from  her  Majesty,  and 
without  licence  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain  of  her  Majesty's 
household  for  the  time  being;  the  following  facts  were 
proved. 

The  Alhambra  has  an  extensive  and  lofty  interior,  to 
which,  in  evenings,  the  public  are  admitted  on  payment  at 
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ir"^l__  the  doors.     It  is  a  place  of  public  resort  not  licensed  by 

WiGAN        the    Lord    Chamberlain^    but   is   licensed    for   music   and 

Strange,  dancing  by  the  county  justices,  under  stat.  25  Geo,  2,  c. 
36.  What  would  be  the  pit  in  an  acknowledged  theatre  is 
there  a  large  space  occupied  by  tables  at  which  refresh- 
ments are  served.  In  the  place  where  boxes  are  in  an 
acknowledged  theatre  are  places  resembling  private  boxes 
and  balconies,  with  a  reserved  part  like  stalls,  all  which 
are  for  the  use  of  spectators.  There  is  an  orchestra  with 
a  full  band  of  musical  performers,  a  stage  and  proscenium 
lighted  by  foot  and  side  lights,  a  curtain  called  a  tableau, 
curtain  wings  and  grooves  for  scenes  to  stand  in  lowered 
from  above  and  fixed  below.  There  are  side  scenes,  com- 
posed of  many  pieces,  with  drops  and  flies.  There  are 
various  platforms,  so  supported  and  inclined  as  to  enable 
persons  to  come  down  from  a  considerable  height  at  the 
back  of  the  building  to  the  stage,  and  are  painted  to  repre- 
sent rocks ;  a  cascade  of  water  falls  among  them  from  a 
place  thirty  feet  high.  On  the  wings  and  the  scenes  at 
the  back  are  painted  palm  trees.  The  whole  representing 
an  oriental  landscape. 

From  sixty  to  seventy  females,  in  the  ordinary  cos- 
tume of  theatrical  ballet-dancers,  came  through  a  large 
opening  at  the  top  of  the  platform  painted  as  rocks,  and 
danced  down  them  to  the  stage.  They  were  not  dressed 
alike ;  some  had  gold-tissue  skirts  over  white.  Those  who 
first  descended,  danced  on  the  stage  in  a  serpentine  figure, 
so  as  to  occupy  the  whole  front  of  the  stage  till  all  had  come 
down.  When  all  were  down,  they  defiled  to  the  right  and 
left;  four  were  placed  on  each  side  in  front  of  the  pro- 
scenium with  property,  viz.  sham  musical  instruments,  in 
their  hands,  supposed  to  be  played  by  them  to  the  dancers. 
The  dancers  began  to  dance  the  pas  des  poignards,  each 
female  armed  with  two  daggers,  charging  through  each 
other's  ranks,  striking  right  and  left  with  the  daggers  in 
mimic  warfare,  then  in  front  as  far  as  the  footlights.    This 
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performance  of  the  dagger  dance  ended  in  several  of  the        1865. 
females  standing  over  others  as  if  in  triumph  and  retiring,        Wioam 
when  others  came   forward,  holding  property,  viz.  sham      Strano*. 
palm  leaves,  in  their  hands,  and  danced,  waving  them,  and 
formed    an   avenue,   as   if  expecting  an   arrival;    then  a 
female  dancer,  who  at  regular  theatres  would  be  called  a 
premiere  danseuse,  pasr^ed  down  the  avenue  formed  by  the 
other  dancers,  who  retired  while  she  performed  a  pas  seul 
witli  gestures.     The  other  dancers  then  formed  groups ; 
some  placing  the  palm  leaves  so  as  to  represent  the  open- 
ing of  a  flower,  others  had  a  property  calle<]  a  palisade,  and 
danced  with  it  so  as  to   represent   a  basket  of  flowers. 
Several  more  pas  seuls  having  been  executed  by  the  pre- 
miere,  the  rest  went  through  other  evolutions  and    the 
performance  concluded. 

That  performance  is,  in  the  theatrical  profession,  called  a 
ballet  divertissement ;  and  could  not  be  presented  as  such 
unless  with  the  stage  accessories  above  described  ;  without 
them  it  would  be  mere  rehearsal.  A  witness  from  the 
Lord  Chamberlain's  office,  called  a  reader  of  plays,  styled 
it  "an  entertainment  of  the  stage."  A  ballet  of  action  has 
a  story,  a  ballet  divertissement  has  none,  but  cannot  be 
performed  without  pantomimic  action  and  gestures.  It 
is  not  confined  to  the  steps  of  the  dancers.  Dancing 
quadrilles  on  the  stage  would  be  without  such  gestures. 

This  dagger  dance  was  brought  out  originally  at  Drury 
Lane  Theatre^  being  there  danced  by  Almeh,  in  an 
Egyptian  scene,  and  at  the  Alhambra  in  an  Oriental. 

A  ballet  divertissement  can  be  described  so  as  to  enable 
a  copy  of  the  directions  for  it  to  be  sent  to  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  according  to  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  68,  «.  12. 
The  ballet  of  Ondine,  with  all  its  details,  has  been  so  de- 
scribed. The  Lord  Chamberlain  has  not  required  copies  of 
directions  of  such  ballets  to  be  sent  in  till  recently.  He 
has  interfered  at  the  Italian  OperOy  where  complaints  have 
been  made  of  the  costumes  of  the  female  ballet-dancers. 
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^"P^'  On  January  the  11  thy  1865,  the  same  magistrate  con- 

WioAN  victed  the  Respondent  on  nearly  similar  evidence,  after 
Strange,  considering  stats.  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  5.  2;  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36, 
s,  2 ;  Gallini  v.  Laborie,  5  T.  R.  242 ;  Rex  v.  Handy,  6 
T.  R.  286.  That  conviction  was  quaslied  by  the  Quarter 
Sessions  for  Middlesex  in  April,  1865.  The  Complainant 
being  dissatisfied  with  that  result,  applied  for  the  present 
summons,  on  evidence  of  another  performance  at  the 
Alhambra  at  a  later  date,  which  the  magistrate  stated 
that  he  did  not  feel  competent  to  refuse.  He  also  stated, 
that  after  hearing  counsel  he  thought  it  his  duty  to  act 
in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  the  superior  Court,  viz., 
the  Quarter  Sessions  for  Middlesex,  though  entertaining 
a  different  opinion  from  them,  and  dismissed  the  sum- 
mons; but  on  request  by  the  Complainant  granted  him 
this  special  case. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  performance  above  described  was  legal  without  licence 
of  the  Lord  Chamberlain.  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  magistrate  ought  to  have  convicted  the 
Respondent,  the  case  was  to  be  remitted  to  him  to  make 
such,  order  as  under  the  guidance  of  the  Court  should  seem 
fit 

Tindal  Atkinson,  Serjt.  {F.  A.  Bosanqtiet  with  him), 
for  the  Appellant. — The  entertainment  here  described  is  a 
"  stage  play "  within  sect.  2  of  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  68, 
which  by  sect  1  repeals  former  statutes  for  regulating 
theatres  and  theatrical  performances;  for  that  word,  as 
interpreted  by  sect.  23,  includes  ''pantomime,  or  other 
entertainment  of  the  stage  :"  and,  therefore,  the  Alhambra 
required  a  licence  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain.  Sect.  10 
contains  a  proviso  that  the  Lord  Chauiberlain's  licence  shall 
not  be  in  force  within  the  precincts  of  either  of  the  Uni- 
versities of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  &c.,  without  the  consent 
of  the  Chancellor  or  Vice-Chancellor,  &c.,  and  that  the 
rules  for  the  management  of  any  theatre  licensed  with  such 
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consent  within  those  limits  shall  be  subject  to  their  ap<>        1865. 

proval ;  and  in  case  of  the  breach  of  any  of  the  rules^  or       Wioan 

of  any  condition  on  which  the  consent  of  the  Chancellor      stramob. 

or  Vice-Chancellor  has  been  given,  he  may  annul  the  licence. 

By  sect  12  a  copy  of  every  new  stage  play,  &c.,  intended 

to  be  produced  and  acted  for  hire  at  any  theatre  shall  be 

sent  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  and  if  he  disallows  the  play 

it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  act  or  present  it 

And  by  sect  14  the  Lord  Chamberlain  has  power  to  forbid 

the  acting  or  presenting  any  stage  play,  &c.,  when  he  shall 

be  of  opinion  that  it  is  fitting  for  the  preservation  of  good 

manners,  decorum,  or  of  the  public  peace  so  to  do.    These 

provisions  will  be  rendered  inoperative  as  to  entertainments 

of  dancing  and  music,  if  sect  2  does  not  apply  to  them. 

This  is  not  an  entertainment  of  ''  public*  dancing,  music 
or  other  public  entertainment  of  the  like  kind  "  within  stat 
25  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  s,  2,  and  therefore  is  not  made  lawful  by 
reason  of  the  licence  of  the  justices  granted  under  that 
statute.  The  latter  licence  was  not  intended  to  apply  to 
an  entertainment  in  which  dancers  are  hired  to  exhibit  to 
the  public,  and  which  is  an  entertainment  of  the  stage. 

In  Gallini  v.  Laborie  (a),  the  Court  held  that  the  re- 
pealed statute  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  applied  to  ballet  dancing, 
and  every  other  species  of  stage  entertainment ;  and  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  p.  243,  "  The  clause  requiring  a  copy  of  the 
entertainment  to  be  previously  given  to  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain of  course  can  only  apply  to  such  entertainments  as  are 
recited  from  written  performances ;  and  was  intended  as  an 
additional  check  against  a  licentious  use  of  the  stage." 
[He  referred  to  the  note  (c)  to  Rex  v.  Neville  (b).']  And 
p.  244,  after  adverting  to  the  subsequent  statute  25  Geo.  2, 
c.  36,  8.  2,  "  Under  the  former  act  no  entertainment  of  the 
stuge^ot  which  dancing  is  one,  can  be  exhibited  without  the 

(fl)  5  r.  R.  242.  (6)  1  B.  Sf  Ad,  489,  497. 
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1866.  Lord  Chamberlain's  licence."  In  Rex  s.  Handy  {a\  it  was 
WioAN  held  that  tumbling  was  not  an  entertainment  of  the  stage 
Strange,  within  stat.  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28 :  it  is  not  a  scenic  represen- 
tation ;  but  Russellf  in  support  of  that  contention^  admitted 
(p.  287)  that  ''dancing  at  the  Opera  House  is  an  his* 
torical  "  [query,  histrionic]  '*  representation,  in  which  cha- 
racters are  exhibited ;  and  therefore  it  may  be  made  tlie 
vehicle  of  indecent  or  immoral  representations."  And  Loid 
Kenyan  said  that  the  decision  in  Gallijii  v.  Laborie(b) 
"  was  perfectly  right,  because  that  clearly  came  within  the 
statute  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36"  [probably  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  is  in- 
tended] ;  adding,  ''  But  if  I  expressed  myself,  as  has  been 
now  represented,  that  the  stat.  10  Geo,  3  "  [2]  ''extended  to 
every  species  of  stage  entertainment,  I  think  I  was  mistaken." 
The  decision  is  Gallini  v.  Laborie  was  acted  upon  in 
De  Begnis  v.  Armistead{c).  In  Dai/^  Appt.,  Simpson, 
Respt.  {d),  which  is  like  the  present  case,  with  the  excep- 
tion that  there  was  a  dialogue  and  singing  as  well  as 
dancing,  the  performance  was  held  to  be  within  stat.  6  &  7 
VicL  c.  68.  [Erie,  C.  J.  In  Gallini  v.  Laborie  there  was 
a  contract  to  dance  ballets  as  part  of  the  performances 
at  the  Italian  Opera  House.]  A  ballet  is  generally  distinct 
from  the  opera.  In  JohnsojCs  Dictionary  "  baliette"  is  de- 
fined "  a  dance  in  which  some  history  is  represented."  In 
the  EncycL  Brit.,  8th  ed.,  ballet  is  said  to  be  ''  a  dramatic 
representation  composed  of  dancing  and  pantomime  guided 
by  music."  [He  also  referred  to  Webster^s  Dictionary,  voc. 
"  Ballet "  and  "  Pantomime."] 

Poland  {Hawkins  with  him)  for  the  Respondent. — ^This 
performance  is  an   entertainment  of   public  dancing  and 
music,  within  stat.  25  Geo,  2,  c.  36,  s.  2 ;  which  applies 
equally  to  places  where  the  public  go  to  dance  for  enter- 
Co)  6  r.  R.  286.  (f)  10  Bins^.  107. 
(6)  5  T.  K.  242.  (d)  \%  C  B.,  iV.  S.  680. 
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tainmenty  as  to  places  where  professional  dancers- dance  for        *866. 
the  amusement  of  the  public;  Clarke  ?.  Searle{a).     In        Wigan 
Guaglieni^  Appt.,  Mattfiews,  Respt  (i) ;  which  was  a  con-      Strange. 
conviction  under  a  clause  in  a  local  act  in  the  same  words 
as  sect.  2  of  stat.  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36^  for  keeping  a  place  for 
public  dancing  and  music  without  a  licence,  it  was  held  that 
the  question  was  one  of  fact,  whether  the  dancing  and 
music  were  merely  subsidiary  or  formed  the  principal  or 
essential  part  of  the  entertainment,  in  which  latter  event 
the    place   would    require   a   licence    under    the    statute. 
[Byles,  J.     May  not  a  performance  be  an  entertainment 
of  the  stage  within  stat  6  &  7  VicL  c.  68,  notwithstanding 
it  is  within  stat.  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36  ?]     Stat.  6  &  7  VicL  c.  68, 
applies  to  theatres,  at  which  stage  plays  are  performed. 
The  repealed  statute  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  enumerates  'inter- 
lude, tragedy,  comedy,  opera,  play,  farce  or  other  enter- 
tainment of  the  stage  ;*'  stat.  G  &  7  VicL  c.  68,  s.  1 6,  in 
defining  the   term   ''  stage   play,"  adds   two  words,  viz. 
^'  burletta"  and  '*  pantomime  ;'*  but ''  ballet"  is  not  mentioned 
in  either,  and  probably  was  omitted  because  it  is  a  word 
iKfhich  has  different  meanings.     A  ballet  of  action  may  be 
^D  entertainment  of  the  stage,  for  it  has  a  plot,  jdramatis 
personaB  and  pantomimic  action  as  well  as  music;  but  a 
ballet  divertissement  has  no  plot.     It  is  a  fallacy  to  say 
that  "  a  copy"  of  a  dance  can  be  sent  to  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain, as  required  by  sect  12  of  stat  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  68, 
though  a  description  of  it  may.     [Byles,  J.  There  would 
be  the  same  difficulty  in  sending  a  copy  of  a  pantomime.] 
A   pantomime  is  a  well  known  theatrical  entertainment 
In  Rex  V.  Handy  (c),  Lord  Kenyon  said  he  had  expressed 
himself  too  strongly  in  Galiini  v.  Laborie{d).     In  Zw  v. 
Simpson  (e),  it  was  held  that  an  introduction  to  a  panto- 

(a)  1  Esp.  25.  (f )  6  T.  R.  286,  287. 

(h)  34    L.  J.,   M.  C.   i:6;  11  (d)  5  T.  R.  242,  243. 

Jur.,  N.  S.  636.  (0  3  C.  B.  871. 
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^865.  mime^  which  is  the  only  written  part  of  that  entertainment, 
WioAN  is  within  the  protection  of  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  16, «.  1. 
Strange.  lErle,  C.  J.  That  enactment  contains  the  words  *'  any  other 
dramatic  piece  or  entertainment;"  there  are  not  co-extensive 
words  in  stat  6  &  7  Vict  c.  68,  8.  23.]  In  Day,  Appt^ 
Simpson,  Respt.  (a),  there  was  a  regular  plot  and  a  dia* 
logue.  And  in  Thomey  Appt,  Colson,  Respt.  (ft),  the  CJourt 
was  of  opinion  that  a  performance  called  a  **  duologue" 
was  a  stage  play  within  the  statute. 

Further,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  magistrate  whether 
the  entertainment  was  a  stage  play;  by  dismissing  the 
summons  he  must  be  taken  to  have  found  that  it  was  not ; 
and  sect.  20  gives  an  appeal  from  his  decision  to  the  Quarter 
Sessions. 

Tindal  Atkinson,  Serjt.,  in  reply. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  This  was  a  proceeding  against  the  Re* 
spondent  for  keeping  a  place  of  public  resort  for  the  public 
performance  of  a  stage  play  without  licence  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain.  The  magistrate  refused  to  convict,  but  stated 
the  facts  which  were  in  evidence  before  him,  and  has  asked 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  whether,  on  those  facts,  he  ought 
to  have  convicted  the  Respondent,  and  if  he  ought,  the 
case  is  to  be  remitted  to  him. 

After  having  given  my  best  attention  to  the  case,  I  think 
the  question  put  to  us  is  one  of  degree,  and  more  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  than  of  law.  I  incline  to  the  opinion,  but 
subject  to  great  doubt  whether  I  can  appreciate  the  scene 
presented  to  the  audience  at  the  Alhambra,  that  the  decision 
of  the  magistrate  not  to  convict  is  right  But  I  am  not 
prepared  to  fix  the  point  where  dancing  ceases  to  be 
lawful  and  becomes  a  stage  play.     Several  statutes  which 

(a)  18  C.  B.,  ^\  S.  680.  (6)  3  L.  T.,  N,  S.  697. 
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have  required  a  licence  for  the  representation  of  a  stage  play  1865. 
contain  definitions  of  what  it  is.  Stat.  10  Geo.  2,  c,  28^  s.  1,  wioan 
enumerated  "  interlude,  tragedy,  comedy,  opera,  play,  farce 
or  other  entertainment  of  the  stage;"  and  by  that  section 
persons  representing  any  of  them  were  obliged  to  show 
authority  by  letters- patent  or  the  licence  of  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain. In  Rex  v.  Handy  {a),  a  doubt  arose  as  to  what 
performance  came  within  the  description  of  a  stage  play  in 
that  statute;  and  the  Legislature  have  provided  by  stat.  25 
Geo,  2,  c.  36,  that  agreeable  entertainment,  in  the  shape 
of  dancing  and  music,  may  be  had  by  persons,  who  can- 
not afford  to  go  to  theatres  licensed  by  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain, at  places  of  public  resort  licensed  by  the  ma- 
gistrates at  Quarter  Sessions.  The  Respondent  has  the 
latter  licence,  and  he  in  literal  terms  confined  his  re- 
presentation to  music  and  dancing.  The  question  is 
whether  he  added  to  the  music  and  dancing  such  an 
approximation  to  dramatic  performance  as  made  it  come 
within  the  term  '*  stage  play."  As  far  as  I  can  see,  the 
interests  of  morality  are  not  at  stake:  the  question  is 
whether  the  entertainment  which  the  Respondent  offers  on 
cheap  terms  should  be  allowed  to  continue,  or  be  put  a  stop 
to,  while  the  same  species  of  entertainment  is  exhibited  at 
the  licensed  theatres. 

The  case  stated  by  the  magistrate  contains  a  minute 
description  of  what  took  place ;  there  were  women  in  the 
costume  of  ballet  dancers  coming  down  from  rocks  and 
dancing  on  the  stage  and  then  falling  into  two  ranks, 
and  then  another  woman  of  a  superior  class  in  dancing 
appeared  and  danced  alone.  If  there  were  nothing  more 
I  could  not  say  that  the  performance  would  have  risen 
out  of  the  sphere  of  dancing  into  that  of  stage  plays. 
But  it  is  added  that  some  of  the  women  had  daggers  in 
their  hands,  and,  after  dancing  the  dagger  dance,  some 
others  came  forward  with  sham  palm  leaves  in  their  hands, 

(a)  6  T.  R  286. 
VOL.  I.  — C.  P.  E 
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1865.  m6  stood  ov^r  the  others^  as  if  in  triumph ;  fmd  that  is  9 
WxoAN  species  of  representative  performance,  which  coipes  very 
Strange.  "®^^  *  dramatic  performance.  The  line  must  be  drt^wq 
somewhere:  and  in  reference  to  this  the  magistrate  has  ysed 
terpfis  of  art^  which  incline  me  to  think  that  there  is  a  difr 
ference  between  a  *'  ballet  divertissement"  and  ^  ''  ballet 
pf  action."  The  former  is  without  any  consecutive  train  of 
ideasy  but  a  number  of  persons  of  elegant  shapes  and  mo-!* 
tions  represent  scenes  which  are  unconnected,  dramatically 
speaking;  in  the  latter,  on  the  other  hand,  is  intended  tp 
be  represented  a  regular  dramatic  story,  which  gives  ris^ 
to  all  manner  of  emotions  incidental  to  tragedy,  comedy  or 
farce,  accompanied  2^t  the  same  time  by  elegant  fprms  and 
graceful  movements,  and  other  matters  incidental  to  a  ballet. 
I  do  not  pretend  to  have  a  decided  opinion  on  the  qMestion ; 
but  with  all  possible  respect  for  that  of  the  n^agistrate,  I  a^ 
\inable  to  affirm  pis  matter  of  law  that  what  he  has  describee) 
as  a ''  ballet  divertissement"  and  not  coming  up  to  a  '*  baUet 
pf  action"  is  a  stage  play.  If  I  h^d  seen  it,  or  if  I  had  % 
more  graphic  description  of  it  from  witnesses^  I  might 
hav^  come  to  a  different  conclusion. 

WiLLES,  J.  The  difficulty  has  been  put  upon  us  of 
deciding,  without  seeing  it,  whether  a  certain  represen^atiop 
on  the  stage  which  is  not  a  tragedy  or  other  piece  em^ipe- 
rated  in  sect  23  of  stat  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  68,  falls  wjthin  se^t.  ?, 
as  interpreted  by  sect  23.  I  am  unable  to  get  over  thftt 
difficulty  to  this  extent,  that  short  of  having  a  description 
almost  amounting  to  a  definition  of  something  which  must 
be  ap  entertainipent  of  the  stage,  I  cannot  say  that  the 
facts  described  constitute  a  stage  play.  My  firs^  ipi- 
pression  was  that  they  did ;  but  after  hearing  the  reasons 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  I  think  that  that  was  a  conolq- 
sipn  of  fact  gather  than  law ;  and  this  being  so  I  cannot 
say  that  the  case  ought  to  go  back  to  the  magistrate  for 
the  purpose  of  his  convicting  the  Respondent  On  reading 
these  sections  of  stat  6  &  7  VicL  c.  68,  I  see  the  force  of 
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tl^  argUQient  of  Mr.  Russell  in  JRex  ?.  Handy  (a),  as  to  the        1865. 
difiPerence  between  an  entertainment  of  hud  an  entertainment       Wioam 
on  the  atage ;  some  representations  on  the  stage  are  great     stbamob. 
efforts  of  genius,  whereas  others  belong  more  to  the  class 
which  may  be  represented  in  a  booth  at  a  fair.    Therefore 
sect  2  cannot  be  understood  to  mean  everything  that  is  re- 
presented on  the  stage.     Within  some  few  years  we  have 
seen  on  the  stage  of  theatres  of  the  highest  character  the  per- 
formances of  Paganini  and  of  Van  Amburgh  and  his  lions ; 
we  cannot,  therefore,  oonstrue  this  section  by  ascertaining 
whether  a  ballet  divertissement,  as  described  here,  was  as  a 
matter  of  fact  represented  ordinarily  or  occasionally  on  the 
stage  at  the  time  when  the  statute  was  passed,  and  then 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  words  in  sect.  23,  "  other 
entertainment  of  the  stage,"  must  include  it,  because  it  was 
represented  on  the  stage.    I  think  that  these  words  must  be 
construed  as  including  only  entertainments  of  the  same  kind 
as  those  enumerated  before,  which  are  all  entertainments  of 
a  dramatic  character.    A  ballet  represented  by  dancing  and 
music  with  a  connected  story  would  be  an  entertainment  of 
the  stage,  though  there  was  no  speaking  :  on  the  other  hand,, 
mere  dancing  on  the  stage  would  not.     An  instance  might 
be  given  where  a  statue  is  represented  by  a  human  figure, 
as  has  occurred  in  recent  times ;  in  that  case  there  is  nothing 
dramatic.     On  the  other  hand  might  be  put  the  case  of 
ia  Tarantella^   where  a  story  was  represented   on   the 
stage,  in   which   incidents    which   gave    rise    to    various 
emotions  and  the  result  were  exhibited  by  dancing  and 
action:    I    should    have  thought    that   was  an  entertain- 
QQent  of  the  stage  because  it  had  a  connected  story.     I 
%m  not  now  inquiring  whether  the  question  before  us  is  one 
of  law  or  of  fact, — I  am  dealing  with  the  case  by  putting 
these  illustrations :  and  the  reasons  which  would  tend  to 
lead  me  to  the  conclusion  that  this  was  an  entertainment  of 
the  stage  are  these ;  the  performers  are  not  merely  acces- 

(fl)  6  T.  R.  286,  287. 
e2 
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1865.  sories  of  the  stage,  but  persons  who  may  be  taken  to  repre- 
WioAN  sent  a  combat,  then  a  triumph,  and  after  that  a  recoucilia- 
Stranoe.  ^'^"  under  some  supposed  higher  influence  represented  by 
the  principal  performer.  On  the  other  hand,  a  person 
looking  at  it  as  represented  on  the  stage  might  consider  all 
the  previous  performance  as  a  mere  fringe  to  the  premiere 
danseuse  coming  in ;  and  in  that  case  the  character  of  the 
performance  would  not  be  dramatic.  It  is  therefore  a 
question  of  degree  whether  the  performance  is  dramatic 
within  sect.  23,  so  as  to  be  an  **  entertainment  of  the 
stage." 

For  these  reasons,  with  profound  deference  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  I  should,  if  placed  in  the  position 
of  the  magistrate,  have  adopted  his  impression  on  the  ques- 
tion of  fact;  but  on  the  question  of  law  I  agree  with  my 
Lord. 

Bylbs,  J.  I  concur  in  thinking  that  this  is  a  question 
of  degree,  and  that  it  is  difficult  to  draw  a  line ;  but  I  think 
tliat  the  line  ought  to  be  drawn,  so  that  any  ordinary 
dances  should  not  be  within  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  68  :  for  such 
a  licence  by  justices  is  required.  But  where  events  or  actions 
of  human  life  are  represented  in  dumb  show,  as  is  done 
in  a  pantomime,  the  performance  comes  within  the  statute, 
and  not  the  less  so  because  the  actors  perform  while  dancing* 
In  the  present  case  there  is  represented  a  descent  from 
rocks,  a  cascade,  a  combat ;  some  of  the  persons  stand  over 
others  in  triumph ;  and,  if  anything  else  were  needed, 
there  are  all  the  usual  theatrical  accessories  of  a  stage. 
If  called  upon  to  draw  an  inference  of  fact,  I  should  draw 
the  same  which  my  Brother  Willes  has,  and  come  to  the 
same  conclusion  as  the  magistrate  did  in  the  first  instance. 
The  rest  of  the  Court  think  it  is  matter  of  law  and  I  do 
not  dissent  from  them. 

Keating,  J.     I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  that 
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this  is  a  question  of  degree,  and  that  there  is  great  diffi- 
culty in  drawing  a  line  between  what  is  public  dancing 
and  music  and  what  is  an  entertainment  of  the  stage ;  and 
m  the  present  case  it  is  not  necessary  that  we  should  draw 
it.    But  as  other  members  of  the  Court  have  given  their 
opinions,  I  am  bound  to  say  I  should  have  thought  that  as 
a  matter  of  fact  this  performance  was  within  stat.  6  &  7 
Vici.  c.  68,  and  that  it  was  a  dramatic  representation  for 
the  reasons  stated  by  my  Brothers  Wilks  and  Byles ;  and 
in  those  reasons,  with  the  greatest  deference  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  I  entirely  coincide.     Here  was  a 
representation,   by  pantomimic  gesture   on    the  stage,  of 
events,  short  and  few  in   number,   but  amounting   to   a 
dramatic  representation  of  the  triumph  of  peace  over  war. 
It  is,  however,  a  question  of  degree,  and  therefore  we  are 
prevented  from  sending  the  case  back  to  the  magistrate. 

Judgment  for  the  Respondent. 


1865. 


WlOAN 

V, 

Strange. 


Marsden  V.  The  City  and  County  Assur- 
ance Company. 

A  policy  reciting  an  agreement  for  insurance  of  plate  glass,  not  horizontally 
placed  or  moveable,  *'  from  loss  or  damage  originating  from  any  cause 
whatsoever,  except  fire,  breakage  during  removal,  alteration  or  repair 
of  premises,"  insured  the  Plaintiff  against  all  damage  and  loss  "  by  or 
from  any  cause  whatever,  except  only  as  above  specified ;"  subject  to 
the  condition  that  within  ten  days  of  the  loss  notice  should  be  given 
to  the  manager  or  some  known  agent  of  the  company.  A  fire  broke  out 
in  a  house  adjoining  the  Plaintiflf's,  and  extended  to  the  back  of  his 
premises,  thirty  yards  from  his  shop  windows ;  he  began  to  remove  his 
furniture  and  stock  in  trade,  and  called  in  some  neighbours  to  assist  him : 
ft  crowd,  attracted  by  the  fire,  pulled  down  the  window  shutters,  broke 
the  plate  glass  windows,  and  stole  his  goods.  L.  was  the  agent  of  the 
company  through  whom  the  policy  was  effected,  but  before  the  fire  the 
Defendants  had  transferred  their  plate  glass  insurance  business,  with  all 
liabilities,  to  another  company.  The  Plaintiff'  sent  in  his  claim  to  L. 
the  day  after  the  fire,  who  forwarded  it  to  the  new  company.     Held, 

1.  That  the  loss  did  not  originate  from  fire  or  from  breakage  during  removal 

within  the  exception  in  the  policy. 

2.  That  the  notice  to  L.  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  condition. 

rvECLARATION  on  a  policy  dated  the  2l8t  March, 

lb  64,  sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  Defend- 

dnU,  reciting  that  the  Plaintiff  had  paid  to  the  Defendants 


Saiurdayf 
November  18. 

Inturance, 
Plate  glats, 
Lou  originating 
from  fire  : 
breakage  during 
remooal. 
Notice. 
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1866. 
Mabidbn 

V. 

City  and 
County  As- 
surance 
Company. 


the  sum  of  135.  for  the  insurance  of  the  plate  glass  after  men- 
tioned from  the  14th  March,  1864,  to  Lady  Day ,  1 865,  and 
had  agreed  to  pay  to  them  at  their  ofRce  the  like  sum  of 
13*.  on  the  25th  March  yearly,  during  the  continuance  of 
that  policy,  for  insurance  from  all  loss  or  damage  originating 
from  any  cause  whatsoever,  except  fire,  breakage  during 
removal,  alteration  or  repair  of  premises,  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions and  stipulations  thereon  endorsed,  and  which  con- 
stituted the  basis  of  that  insurance,  certain  plate  glass  in 
the  policy  described  according  to  a  proposal  lodged  in  the 
office  of  the  Defendants,  none  of  the  glass  being  horizon- 
tally placed  or  moveable ;  and  it  was  declared  that  from  the 
date  of  that  policy  and  so  long  as  the  assured  should  pny 
that  sum  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  and  the  directors 
of  the  Defendants'  company  for  the  time  being  should  agree 
to  accept  the  same,  the  stock  and  funds  of  the  company 
should  be  subject  and  liable  to  pay  and  make  good  to  the 
Plaintiff  all  such  damage  and  loss  as  he  should  suffer  on 
or  in  respect  of  or  which  should  happen  to  the  property 
by  or  from  any  cause  whatever  (except  only  as  before 
specified),  according  to  the  exact  tenor  of  the  printed  con- 
ditions endorsed  on  the  policy.  The  declaration  then  set 
out  the  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  policy,  and  alleged 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  interested  in  the  plate  glass  insured, 
and  that  it  was  damaged  and  destroyed  by  causes  other 
than  fire  or  breakage  during  removal,  alteration  or  repair  of 
premises,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  suffered  loss  and  damage 
on  and  .in  respect  of  the  plate  glass  originating  from  causes 
other  than  as  aforesaid,  within  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  policy,  to  the  amount  of  29L  lis,  6d.  Aver- 
ment of  performance  of  conditions  precedent.  Breach. 
Nonpayment  of  the  amount  of  the  damage  and  loss,  &c. 

Pleas.  First.  That  the  policy  was  not  the  deed  of  the 
Defendants.  Second.  That  the  plate  glass  was  not,  whilst 
the  policy  was  in  force,  damaged  or  destroyed  by  causes 
other  than  fire  or  breakage  during  removal,  alteration  or 
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repair  of  premises.     Third.  That  no  claim  was  made  with 
Buch  an  account  of  the  loss  or  damage  as  in  the  policy 
mentioned   and   specified,  within  the  time   in  the  policy 
mentioned  and  specified. 
Issues  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Byles^  J.,  at  the  Monmouthshire 
Summer  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  a 
draper,  carrying  on  business  at  Tredegar ^  effected  an  in- 
surance with  the  Defendants  of  the  plate  glass  windows  in 
his  shop  for  a  year  ending  Lady  Day^  1865. 

The  policy  I  which  was  dated  the  21st  March^  1864|  was 
beaded: — 


"  Plate  Glass 
Policy, 


City  and  County  Assurance  Company, 
limited,  with  which  is  united  The 
World  Insurance  Company.  Life, 
Fire,  Accidental,  Plate  Glass,  and 
Hail  Storm  Insurance." 

The  policy  recited  that  the  assured  had  paid  the  sum 
stated  in  the  policy  to  the  company,  and  agreed  to  pay  to 
them  the  sum  of  13«.  on  the  25th  March  yearly,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  policy,  ''  for  insurance  from  loss  or 
damage  originating  from  any  cause  whatsoever,  except  fire, 
breakage  during  removal,  alteration  or  repair  of  premises 
(subject  to  the  conditions  and  stipulations  hereon  endorsed, 
and  which  constitute  the  basis  of  this  insurance)  the  pro- 
perty hereinafter  described,  to*tbe  amount  hereinaPter  men- 
tioned. 

"  Plate  8     7-5  x  3-0. 

"As  per  proposal  lodged  in  this  office.  None  of  the 
aforesaid  glass  being  horizontally  placed  or  moveable." 

By  the  operative  part  of  the  policy  the  stock  and  funds 
of  the  company  were  subject  and  liable  to  pay  and  make 
good  to  the  assured  **  ail  such  damage  and  loss  which  the 
•aid  assured  shall  suffer  on  or  in  respect  of,  or  which  shall 
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Marsdem 

V. 

City  and 
County  As- 
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Company. 
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1865.       happen  to  the  said  property  hereinbefore  mentioned  and 
Marsden     described,  by  or  from  any  cause  whatever,  except  only  as 
City  AND     above   specified,   according   to   the  exact  tenor   of  their 
County  As-  pi-jntpj  conditions  endorsed  on  this  policy." 

8URANCE  •  tr  J 

Company.         The  material  conditions  were : 

2.  *'  In  case  of  loss  or  damage  an  immediate  notice 
must  be  given  to  the  manager,  or  to  some  known  agent  of 
this  company,  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  happening  of 
such  loss  or  damage.  The  claimant  must  deliver  an  account, 
stating  the  particulars  of  the  loss  or  damage  sustained ;  and 
where  fraud  may  appear,  or  be  suspected,  make  proof  of 
the  same,  if  required  by  the  directors,  and  by  the  produc- 
tion of  such  further  evidence  as  they  may  reasonably  re- 
quire ;  and  if  any  fraud  shall  appear  in  the  claim  made  for 
such  loss,  or  if  any  false  declaration  shall  have  been  made 
in  support  thereof,  or  if  no  claim  shall  be  made  with  such 
an  account  of  the  loss  or  damage,  and  so  verified  as  before 
mentioned,  if  required,  within  the  space  of  ten  days  from 
the  happening  of  the  loss  or  damage,  or  if  any  alterations 
shall  have  been  begun  before  due  notice  is  given  as  afore- 
said, the  insured  shall  be  excluded  from  all  benefit  by  virtue 
of  his  policy." 

5.  "  If  any  alteration  shall  be  made,  or  change  or  other 
event  shall  occur,  in  or  about  or  in  anywise  relating  to  any 
property  assured  by  the  company  against  loss  or  damage 
at  any  time  after  such  assurance  shall  have  been  effected, 
so  as  to  increase  the  risk  or  hazard  of  such  loss  or  damagfe. 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  person,  &c.,  entitled  to  such 
insurance,  forthwith  to  leave  notice  of  the  fact,  nature  and 
extent  of  such  risk,  at  the  chief  office  of  the  company, 
and  the  directors  shall  thereupon  be  entitled  to  make  such 
alteration  in  the  terms  of  such  policy  as  they  shall  think, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  be  fit;  and  in  case 
any  such  person,  &c.,  shall  for  twelve  calendar  months  or 
upwards  after  any  such  change,  or  until  a  loss  or  damage 
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shall  happen,  .&c.y  fraudalently  neglect  or  omit  to  leave       1865. 

such  notice,  &c.,  such  policy  shall  be  absolutely  forfeited  Marsden 

to  the  company."  City  and 

On  the  night  of  the  24th  March,  1865,  a  fire  broke  out  Coumtt  A«- 

11  .     .  •         m  SURANCE 

m  the  house  next  adjoining  the  Plaintiff's  and  extended     Comfant. 

to  the  back  part  of  his  premises,  about  thirty  yards  from 

his  shop  windows,      llie    Plaintiff  went   into   his  shop, 

opened  the  shop  door  and  took  down  the  door  shutters, 

and,  having  called  some  of  his  neighbours  to  assist  him, 

began  to  remove  his  furniture  and  stock  in  trade.     In  the 

meanwhile  a  crowd  of  persons  had  assembled  to  look  at  the 

fire;  and  while  he  was  absent  for  a  short  time  some  of 

them  pulled  down  the  window  shutters,  broke  the  plate 

glass  windows,  and  stole  a  quantity  of  the  goods  with  which 

the  shop  windows  were  dressed. 

The  Plaintiff  had  made  the  proposal  in  writing  for  insur- 
ance to  Lewis,  who  was  agent  for  the  Defendants'  com- 
pany at  Tredegar ;  and  he  having  received  the  policy  in 
question  from  the  Defendants'  office,  in  London,  handed 
it  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  name,  as  agent,  being  upon  it :  he 
also  received  the  premium.  On  the  24th  August,  1864, 
the  plate  glass  insurance  business  of  the  Defendants  was 
assigned  to  the  London  and  General  Plate  Glass  Insurance 
Company,  limited,  who  took  upon  themselves  all  liabilities 
arising  after  that  day  in  respect  of  plate  glass  insurance 
policies  issued  by  the  Defendants'  company,  and  Lewis 
ceased  to  be  their  agent.  The  present  action  was  defended 
on  the  account  of  the  London  and  General  Plate  Glass  In- 
surance Company.  On  the  morning  after  the  fire  the  Plain- 
tiff, not  being  aware  of  the  transfer  of  the  business,  gave 
notice  of  the  damage  to  Lewis  at  Tredegar,  who  wrote  to 
the  London  and  General  Plate  Glass  Company  upon  the 
subject. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Defendants  that  they  were  not 
liable,  on  the  grounds  that  the  damage  had  been  caused 
either  by   fire  or  breakage  during  removal,  and  that  the 
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1866.        Plaintiff  had  not  given  notice  of  claim  to  the  Defendants 
Maesdbm      According  to  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
CiTTAwb         ^^^  i^^y>  ^y  direction  of  the  learned  Jadge,  gare  a 
CouiiTT  As*   f  erdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  leave  beincj  reserved  to  mov^  to 
Company,      dnter  a  nonsuit. 

In  this  term, 
Powell  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

H.  Matthews  (Huddleston  with  him)  showed  cause. — 
First.  The  damage  did  not  originate  from  fire  or  breakage 
during  removal.  The  operative  part  of  the  policy  is  more 
stringent  than  the  recital ;  and  in  construing  policies  thd 
immediate  not  the  remote  cause  of  the  loss  ii  regarded ; 
lonides  v.  The  Universal  Marine  Insurance  Company  (a). 
There  a  marine  policy  of  insurance  contained  a  warranty ^ 
''  free  from  all  consequences  of  hostilities ; "  the  captain 
being  out  of  his  reckoning  on  account  of  a  light  on  a  head- 
land of  the  coast  of  one  of  the  Confederate  States  of 
North  America  (between  whom  and  the  rest  of  the  Federal 
Union  hostilities  then  existed)  having  been  extinguished 
by  them,  the  ship  went  on  shore  and  some  of  the  cargo 
was  lost.  It  was  held  that  the  insurers  were  liablei  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  loss  being  a  peril  of  the  sea  and 
not  the  hostile  act  of  the  Confederates  in  extinguishing  the 
light.  In  Everett  v.  The  London  Assurance  (b),  the  injury 
sustained  in  the  shattering  of  windows  and  window  frames, 
&c.y  by  an  explosion  of  gunpowder  a  mile  distant  from  the 
premises,  was  held  not  within  the  words  'Moss  or  damagfe  ' 
occasioned  by  fire.'*  [He  also  cited  Livie  v.  Janson  (c), 
Redman  v.  Wilson  (d).]  Green  v.  Elmslie{e)  was  the  con- 
verse of  the  present  case.  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine 
whether  in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  the  exception  in 
the  policy  the  flame  must  actually  come  in  contact  with 

(a)  14  C.  B ,  N.  S  259.  (d)  14  Af.  4  W,  476, 

(6)  19  C.  B..  N.S.  126.  (c)  Peake  27S. 

(r)  12  Eutt  648,  653. 
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the  plate  glass ;  for  here  the  fire  was  not  the  direct  cauM        1865. 
of  the  loss.     [He  referred  to  a  passage  in  a  chapter^  **  Of     MAKftt>fe:M 
Insurance   against  Fire/'   in   Marshal/  on  Insurance,  ed.      Citt  and 
1823,  p.  790,  omitted  in  subsequent  editions,  citing  Aystin.  ^Ulll^^^' 
V.  Drewe{a\  where  the  fire  which  caused  the  injury  to     Company. 
the  stock  and  utensils  in  a  sugar  house  was  from  mis- 
management of  a  stove  without  ignition.    WUles,  J.  referred 
to  Barrett  v.  Jermy  (6).]     The  insurance  company  is  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of 
the  assured,  not  amounting  to  barratry;  Dixon  v.  Sadler  {c). 
Nor  was  this  a  damage  by  breakage  '^  during  removal," 
which  means  a  removal  of  the  glass  from  one  set  of  pre- 
mises to  another.    The  fifth  condition,  which  provides  for 
an  alteration  ''  in  or  about  or  in  anywise  relating  to  any 
property  assured,"  refers  to  a  different  matter. 

Secondly.  The  notice  was  sufficient.  Lewis  was  agent 
for  the  old  company  and  he  forwarded  the  notice  to  the 
new  company.  [Erie,  C.  J.  The  new  company  took  up 
the  existing  contracts  as  agents  for  the  old  one.  Byles,  J. 
The  notice  is  sufficient  if  given  to  the  new  company.] 

Powell  and  Francis  Turner  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
present  case  differs  from  all  those  cited.     The  recital  in  the 
policy  is  to  be  imported  into  the  operative  part;  and  then 
the  words  "  originating  from  any  cause"  extend  the  liabi- 
lity of  the  company  beyond  what  it  would  be  if  the  insur- 
ance were  from  loss  or  damage  "  from  any  cause."     This  is 
a  loss  or  damage  within  the  exception.     The  breaking  of  the 
•    windows  by  the  crowd   was  a  damage  originating  from 
fire,  because  the  fire  brought  it  into  existence.     Also  the 
breakage  of  the  windows  was  in  the  act  of  removing  the 
Plaintiff's  goods  to  avoid    the   fire,  and  therefore  was  a 
breakage  during  removal.     [  liyles^  J.    Does  it  matter  whe- 
ther the    removal  was   for   that   purpose   or   from  insol- 

(«)  Holt  N,  P.  C.  126 ;  6  Taunt.  436.  (6)  3  Exch,  535. 

(c)  5  M.^  W,  405. 
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Marsden 

V. 

City  and 
County  As- 
surance 
Company. 


vency  ?]     The  removal  intended  was  not  the  removal  of  the 
glassy  because  any  removal  of  glass  is  prohibited. 

Eklb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged and  the  Plaintiff  keep  his  verdict.  This  was  an 
action  on  a  policy  on  plate  glass  insured  from  damage 
from  any  cause  whatsoever,  with  certain  exceptions,  and 
it  was  damaged.  The  principal  question  raised  by  the 
Defendants  is  whether  the  case  falls  within  the  exception 
in  the  policy  of  damage  originating  from  "  fire,  breakage 
during  removal,  alteration  or  repair  of  premises."  They 
contend  that  this  loss  originated  from  fire  or  breakage 
during  removal.  The  fire  originated  in  the  neighbouring 
house  and  reached  to  a  part  of  the  PlaintifTs  premises  thirty 
yards  from  his  plate  glass  windows ;  he  opened  the  door  of 
his  shop  and  took  down  the  door  shutters,  and  began  to 
remove  his  furniture  and  stock  in  trade,  and  afterwards  the 
persons  collected  in  front  of  his  house  pulled  down  the 
window  shutters,  and  broke  the  windows  of  the  shop ;  and 
so  the  remote  cause  of  the  breakage  of  the  plate  glass  was 
the  fire,  but  the  proximate  cause  was  the  violence  of  the 
persons  outside  the  premises,  while  the  fire  was  going  on 
thirty  yards  off.  I  think  the  rule,  that  the  proximate  and 
not  the  remote  cause  should  be  looked  to,  apphes  here. 
The  fire  itself  did  not  do  damage  to  the  glass,  but  brought 
the  crowd  together,  and  then  the  damage  was  done  by  the 
concurrence  of  the  lawless  desire  of  the  crowd  and  the 
lawful  desire  of  the  Plaintiff  to  save  his  property.  There 
were  intermediate  steps  between  the  fire  and  the  breakage ; 
it  was  not  a  damage  originating  from  fire,  but  from  an 
alarm  of  fire. 

Then  what  is  a  breakage  during  removal  ?  At  first,  I 
thought  the  removal  intended  by  the  exception  was  the 
removal  of  the  plate  glass  from  one  part  of  the  house  to 
another ;  but  it  may  mean  the  removal  of  the  furniture  and 
stock  from  one  set  of  premises  to  another.     Still  this  is  not 
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withiD  the  exception.  For  here,  owing  to  an  alarm  of  fire^ 
part  of  the  property  was  being  temporarily  removed  from 
the  premises  for  safety,  and  the  breakage  occurred  in  the 
course  of  that  removal.  That  is  not  a  breakage  of  the  plate 
glass  during  a  removal  such  as  is  stipulated  for  by  the 
company  as  excepted  from  the  insurance. 

As  to  the  question  whether  notice  to  Lewis  was  sufficient. 
In  the  case  of  loss  or  damage  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the 
manager  or  some  known  agent  of  the  company:  The 
plate  glass  insurance  business  was  transferred  with  all  its 
liabilities  to  the  new  company.  And  therefore  the  Defend- 
ants are  not  entitled  to  judgment  in  their  favour  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  notice  to  their  agent,  there  having 
been  notice  to  the  new  company. 


1865. 

Marsden 

V. 

City  and 

COOMTT  As- 
8URAMCB 

Company. 


WiLLBSi  J.  As  to  the  question  whether  this  was  a 
damage  or  loss  originating  from  fire,  it  is  clear  that  fire  was 
not  the  proximate  cause  of  it ;  and  the  word  **  originating" 
does  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  i-ule  in  jure  non 
remota  causa  sed  proxima  spectatur,  any  more  than  the 
word  *^  consequences"  did  in  lonides  v.  The  Universal  Ma- 
rine Insurance  Company  (a). 

The  same  observation  applies  to  the  next  words  of  the 
exception, "  breakage  during  removal."  Suppose  they  mean 
during  the  time  of  the  removal,  and  the  word  removal  applies 
to  removal  of  the  business,  and  of  the  plant  and  furniture 
from  the  shop  and  premises,  which  is  the  construction 
most  favourable  to  the  Defendants,  it  is  said  that  any 
injury  or  damage  done  by  any  person  or  persons  would 
be  within  the  exception ;  but  that  is  not  the  natural  or 
grammatical  construction  of  the  words.  They  mean  a  loss 
or  damage  during  the  time  of  removal  from  some  accident 
or  something  incident  to  removal ;  and  therefore  the  present 
case  is  not  within  the  exception. 


(a)  14  C.  B.,  N.  S.  259. 
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1865.  BvLBSy  J.    The  injury  did  do!  originate  from  fire ;  it  was 

MAiisoiw  Qnly  th^  distant  or  remote  cause,  although  a  cause  sine  qu& 

CiTY^AND  ^^^^    ^^^  ^^^  would  not  have  happened  without  the  fire; 

CouuTT  A«^  uQp  jf  i\^Q  persons  present  and  doing  the  damage  had  not 

CoMFANT.  been  born.  The  efficient  and  proximate  cause  of  the  loss 
was  the  felonious  conduct  of  the  mob  and  their  shoplifting : 
applying  the  ordinary  rule  in  jure  non  remota  causa  sed 
proxima  spectatur,  the  fire  was  not. 

Then  did  the  loss  happen  "  during  removal'*  ?  I  think 
the  original  impression  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  correct 
that  the  removal  intended  is  the  removal  of  the  glass  from 
one  part  of  the  premises  to  another,  but  it  may  mean  from 
one  set  of  premises  to  another.  This  policy  is  adapted  to 
the  insurance  of  plate  glass :  it  is  headed  ''  plate  glass 
policy/'  and  fixed  glass  vertically  placed  is  the  subject  of 
insurance.  In  the  clause  "  during  removal,  alteration  or 
repair  of  premises"  the  word  ''removal"  cannot  be  read 
as  applying  to  '^  premises.*'  Therefore  the  loss  did  not 
happen  from  breakage  during  removal  within  the  excep- 
tion. 

Keating,  J.  The  glass  was  broken  by  the  act  of  a  mob 
attracted  by  the  fire,  which  was  the  mere  accidental  cause 
of  their  assembling;  and  the  breakage  did  not  occur  from 
the  fire.  Therefore  the  present  case  is  not  within  the 
exception,  which  contemplates  the  proximate  and  not  the 
remote  cause  of  the  mischief. 

Then  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  ^  during  removal," 
I  think  the  view  of  my  Brother  Willes  gives  their  natural 
construction.  What  causes  of  damage  would  the  parties  be 
likely  to  except  from  an  insurance  of  plate  glass  ?  They 
would  naturally  except  such  occurrences  as  were  not  un- 
likely to  take  place  but  would  increase  the  risk  of  insurance, 
as  the  repair  of  the  premises,  removal  from  one  set  of  pre- 
mises to  another,  and  the  removing  furniture  and  fixtures. 
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And  those,  I  think,  were  th^  risks  which  this  policy  intended        1956. 

As  to  th^  point  of  notice  I  ?igree  with  the  Lord  Chief  citAmd 

Ju9^ice*  CouNTT  As- 

RmI^  discharged.  Company. 


tried. 


Trickett  V.  Green.  Niw^ber2^. 

Id  an  action  for  work  done  and  materials  provided,  goods  told  and  money  Common  Law 
pai(i»  a  Judge,  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiif,  made  a  compulsory  order  Procedure  jfet, 
of  reference  under  **  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,'*  sect  8.  1854,  17  4"  18 
When  before  the  mapt^r  (ha  Plaintiff,  oq  crosi-examination,  charge^   Fiei.  e,  125, 
the  Defendant  with  having  misled  and  deceived  him  in  respect  of  a  <>  4. 
clause  of  the  coatract  ent^ed  into  between  them.    On  motioa  by  tlir  CompuUcry  re- 
Defendant  for  a  rule  under  sect.  4,  to  show  cause  why  the  issue  between  ference  to 
the  parties  should  not  be  tried,  and  on  affidavits  stating  that  the  De-  master  qf  a 
fendaot  would  be  seriously  prejudiced  if  the  qiiestipn  of  fi^ct  were  not  matter  qfae- 
tried  by  a  jury,  and  that  a  question  of  law  would  arise  which  oufrht  to  count. 
bf  reserved  for  the  Court,  the  Coqrt  refused  the  rule,  on  the  groqnd  Charge  of 
that  the  question  was  one  within  the  province  of  the  master  to  decide,    fraud, 

AppUeation  for 

rpHIS  waB  an  action  by  ^  sub-coptractor  i^g^inst  ^>  con-  {^  '*  *• 
"^  tractor  eiqployed  to  construct  a  ittilway  in  Ireland, 
for  work  done  and  materials  provided  under  i^  deed  of 
ISiH.  The  clause  of  the  deed  op  which  the  question  aros^ 
was  as  follows  (the  Pli^intiff  being  therein  termed  ''  th^ 
contractor  "). 

13th  clause.  **  Green  and  King^  (the  Defendant  and  his 
partner)  "  shall  have  power  at  any  time  during  the  execution 
of  the  works  hereby  agreed  to  be  executed,  in  the  event  of 
the  same  not  being  carried  on  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  en- 
gineer pf  the  company,  to  terminate  this  contract  on  leaving 
at  bis  office  a  notice  in  writing  to  that  effect,  and  thereupon 
the  said  contract  shall  determine,  and  the  said  Green  and 
Kxnj  shall  and  may  thereafter  enter  upon  the  land  and  the 
works,  the  subject  of  this  contract,  without  the  hindrance 
of  the  contractor,  aqd  shall  and  may  take  and  hold  the  plant 
iiod  materials  of  the  contri^ctor  then  on  the  ground,  and  the 
coqtr^tor  shall  not  be  entitled,  on  such  determination  of 
this  contract,  to  recover  fj  om  Green  and  King  in  respect  of 
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1865.  these  articles,  or  the  works  which  may  be  executed  there- 
Trickktt  under,  or  of  the  said  plant  or  materials,  any  sum  whatsoever, 
Grbbm.  it  being  the  intention  of  the  parties  hereto  that,  in  the  event 
of  the  determination  of  this  contract  as  hereby  provided, 
the  contractor 'shall  thereupon  forfeit  to  Green  and  King 
the  said  plant  and  materials,  and  all  claims  and  demands 
which  he  may  under  this  contract  have  against  them." 

The  Defendant,  acting  under  this  clause,  determined  tlie 
Plaintiff's  contract  in  May,  1864. 

In  JMarch,  1865,  the  Plaintiff  issued  a  writ  of  summons 
against  the  Defendant,  specially  indorsed  for  ^*  1 ,305/.  6s.  dd.^ 
for  work  done  and  materials  provided,  goods  sold  and 
money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  Defendant  relative  to 
the  Letterhenny  Railway*^  There  were  no  pleadings  in 
the  action,  and  on  the  20th  of  Aprils  at  the  instance  of  the 
Plaintiff,  an  application  was  made  to  Keating ^  J.,  under 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  sect.  3,  to  refer  the 
cause  to  one  of  the  masters  of  the  Court.  This  was  op- 
posed by  the  Defendant,  but  the  Plaintiff  stating  that  there 
was  DO  question  of  law  in  the  case,  and  that  it  was  a  mere 
question  of  account,  the  order  of  reference  was  granted, 
and  power  was  given  to  the  master  to  state  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  construction  of  the  contract. 

King,  the  other  contractor,  was  living  out  of  the  juris- 
diction. 

After  some  meetings  had  been  held  before  the  master, 
the  proceedings  under  the  reference  were  postponed  from 
time  to  time  to  allow  of  the  examination  under  a  com- 
mission of  certain  witnesses  in  Ireland,  but  eventually  it 
was  arranged  that  the  witnesses  should  be  examined  before 
the  master.  The  reference  was  further  proceeded  with  on 
the  16th  November^  and  on  that  occasion  the  Plaintiff 
stated  in  cross-examination  that  when  the  contract  was 
first  submitted  to  him  he  declined  to  sign  it,  on  the  ground 
that  the  13th  clause  was  of  too  stringent  a  character,  and 
that  he  signed  it  only  on  being  assured  by  the  Defendant's 
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agent  that  a  similar  clause  existed  in  the  principal  contract        1865. 
with  the  company,  and  that  the  Defendant  did  iy)t  intend      Trickett 
to  make  use  of  the  clause  unless  it  was  made  use  of  by  the       green 
company  against  him. 

The  Defendant  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  he  should 
prove  that  no  fraud  was  used  to  induce  the  Plaintiff  to 
sign,  that  he  was  advised  that  he  would  be  seriously  pre- 
judiced in  his  defence  if  that  question  were  not  tried  by  a 
jury,  and  that  he  was  advised  and  believed  that  a  question 
of  law  would  arise  which  ought  to  be  reserved  for  the 
Court. 

Macnamara  {Cuilill  with  him)  moved  for  a  rule  calling 
on  the  Plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  an  issue  should  not  be 
tried  between  the  parties. — Sect.  4  of  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  126,  enacts,  "  If  it 
shall  appear  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge  that  the  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  any  particular  item  or  items  in  such  account 
depends  upon  a  question  of  law  fit  to  be  decided  by  the 
Court,  or  upon  a  question  of  fact  fit  to  be  decided  by  a 
jury,  or  by  a  Judge  upon  the  consent  of  both  parties  as 
hereinbefore  provided,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  Court  or 
Judge  to  direct  a  case  to  be  stated,  or  an  issue  or  issues  to 
be  tried  ;  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  such  case,  and 
the  finding  of  the  jury  or  Judge  upon  such  issue  or  issues, 
shall  be  taken  and  acted  upon  by  the  arbitrator  as  conclu- 
sive."   This  case  is  within  the  section.    A  charge  of  fraud 
having  been  made  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant,  it 
is  necessary  that  the  Defendant  should  have  the  opportunity 
of  clearing  his  character  before  a  jury.     Where  a  question 
of  this  kind  is  raised  by  the  party  who  caused  thg^  refer- 
ence, the  master  ought  not  to  decide  it;  the  proceedings 
before  him  being  necessarily  private,  the  result  only  being 
made  public,  and  no  appeal  allowed.     Nor  was  such  a  ques- 
tion ever  intended   by  the  legislature  to  be  compulsorily 
referred;  Wallis  v.  Hirsch  (a).  This  is  the  first  time  that  an 

(o)  1  C.  B,  iV.5.  316. 
VOL.  I.~C.  P.  F 
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1866.  application  of  the  kind  has  been  made  to  the  Court.  [  Willes, 
Trickett  J.  Because  it  is  usual  to  go  to  the  Judge  who  made  the 
Green.  order.]  The  4th  section,  however,  uses  the  words  **  a 
Judge  "  and  not  "  the  Judge  who  made  the  order."  Insult 
V.  Moojen  (a)  is  distinguishable  on  the  ground  that  the 
master  refused  to  go  into  the  question  of  fact,  nor  was  the 
decision  upon  this  section.  It  is  conceded  that  where 
there  is  a  question  of  fraud  incidental  and  subsidiary  to  the 
account,  the  master  may  properly  proceed  with  the  refer- 
ence; but  here  the  question  of  account  or  no  account 
depends  entirely  on  whether  there  was  fraud  or  not.  That 
is  a  question  essentially  ''fit  to  be  decided  by  a  jury." 
The  Plaintiff's  charge  has  made  this  a  question  of  liability 
and  not  of  account.  \^WilleSy  J.  referred  to  Browne  v. 
Emerson  (i).]  In  that  case  no  question  of  fraud  was  raised. 
l^The  British  Empire  Shipping  Co,  Limited  v.  Somes  (c) 
and  Chapman  v.  Van  Toll  {d)  were  also  cited] 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
rule.  The  case  is,  that  a  Judge  at  Chambers  made  a  com- 
pulsory order  of  reference  on  a  matter  represented  to  him 
to  be  one  of  account.  The  action  was  brought  against  a 
contractor  by  a  sub-contractor  for  work  done  and  materials 
provided,  &c.,  and  the  contract  between  the  parties  was 
under  seal.  When  before  the  master,  the  Defendant  set  up 
a  stipulation,  contained  in  the  contract,  that,  in  the  event  of 
the  work  not  being  carried  on  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
engineer  of  the  company,  the  Defendant  was  to  take  and 
hold  the  plant  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  not  to  recover  from  him  any  sum  whatever.  But  the 
Plaintiff  in  cross-examination  said  that  at  the  time  he 
signed  the  contract  he  was  told  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  Defendant  to  put  in  force  the  clause  in  question, 

(a)  3  C.  B.,  N.  S,  359.  (c)  ZK,SfJ.  433. 

(b)  17  C.  B.  361.  {d)  8  £.  4^  B.  396. 


Tbickbtt 

v. 

Green. 
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unless  the  company  should  put  in  force  a  clause  to  the  like        1865. 
effect  in  their  contract  with  the  Defendant.     Now  I  think 
that  this  was  a  matter  which  might  fairly  be  left  to  the 
master.     As  it  stands^  it  appears  that  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  signed  there  was  an  oral  promise  at  variance 
with  the  written  agreement.     I  do  not  know  whether  what 
then  occurred  comes  within  the  definition  of  fraud.     There 
was  a  promise  on  one  side,  and  if  the  promise  on  the  other 
side  be  equally  binding  then  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  contract. 
Be  that  as  it  may^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  question  was 
one  quite  within  the  province  of  the  master. 

WiLLB8y  Btlbs  and  Keating^  Js.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Goodyear  and  Another  v.  The  Mayor,  Alder- 
men   AND   Burgesses   of  the    Borough   of 

fVedneiday, 

Weymouth  and  Melcombe  Regis.  November  15. 

The  Defendants,  the  corporation  of  a  borough;  resolved  to  build   a  new  Building  Con* 
market- house,  and  the  Plaintifis*  tender  for  the  works  having   been  tract, 
accepted,  they  signed  the  drawings,  specification  and  conditions  which  Extras, 
had  been  prepared  and  signed  by  the  Defendants'  architect.   By  articles  Additional 
of  agreement  the  Plaintiffs  agreed  that  they  would,  to  the  satisfaction  of  work, 
the  Defendants' architect,  execute  the  works  described  in  the  specification   Architect*  t  eet" 
according  to  the  drawings,  designs  and  specification,  &c.,  and  would   tificate, 
perform  all  the  conditions  ap]>ended  to  the  specificaiion :    provided    Corporation, 
that  no  deviation  should  be  made  from  the  drawings  and  specification, 
either  in  the  way  of  extras  or  omissions,  without  a  written  authority 
from  the  architect,  the  value  of  such  alterations  to  be  ascertained  by 
measurement  by  the  architect,  and  priced  at  the  contract  prices;  that 
DO  claim  for  charges  for  any  extra  or  additional  work  should  be  made 
by  the  Plaintiffs  without  production  of  the  order  of  the  archicect,  signed 
by  him  at  the  time  when  the  instructions  for  such  work  were  given. 
And  the  Defendants   agreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  3,4247.,  subject 
to  deductions  and  additions  for  extras  or  omissions,  on  application 
from  the  Plaintiffs,  accompanied  by  the  certificate  of  the  architect  that 
the  sum  applied  for  was  proper:  the  opinion  of  the  architect  with  re- 
spect to  the  value  of  such  works  to  be  final  and  binding  on  the  Plain- 
tiffs.    The   19th  condition  was,  that  if  any  dispute  arose  between  the 
contractor  and  the  town  council  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  specification 
or  conditions  of  the  contract,  or  the  works,  the  decision  of  the  archi- 
tect as  to  the  nature,  quality  and  quantity  of  the  works  should  be  final, 
and   should   be  binding  on  both  sides,  as  regarded  the  value  of  any 
extra  or  additions,  as  to  which  he. should  be  regulated  by  the  contract 
prices.     The  total  amount  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs  *'in  respect  of  the 

f2 
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1865.  works  contracted  for  and  coonected  therewith"  was  made  up  of  three 

subjects:  first,  a  sum  in  respect  of  the  contract  amount ;  second,  a  sum 

GooDY£AE  ^^^  extras  under  the  contract;  third,  a  sum  for  works  independent  of 

„.  the  contract.     After  the  com))letion  of  the  works,  the  architect  certified 

Mayor.  &c.  OP  ^^^^  ^^^-  Plaii^tiffs  were  entitled  to  a  certain  sum  for  extras,  but  his 

Wetmoutu.  certificate  did  not  show  the  items.     Some  of  the  extras  were  alterations 

according  to  drawings  either  signed  or  approved  by  the  architect,  others 
according  to  a  letter  signed  by  him,  others  were  verbally  ordered  by  him. 
Of  the  works  independent  of  the  contract,  a  pump  and  drains  were 
constructed  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  town  council;  and 
they  were  useful  and  necessary. 

1.  Held  :  As  to  extras:  (1.)  That  the  certificate  of  the  architect  was  final, 

and  therefore  the  Defendants  could  not  raise  the  question  whether  any 
of  the  extras  allowed  without  his  order  in  writing,  as  required  by  the 
agreement,  had  been  duly  ordered  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract. 
(2.)  That  the  allowance  by  the  architect  as  to  value  was  conclusive 
on  the  Flaintifi*8. 

2.  As  to  works  independent  of  the  contract:    That  they  were  connected 

with  the  works  contrHCted  for,  and  therefore  the  certificate  of  the  archi- 
tect, as  to  their  value,  was  binding  on  the  Plaintiffs. 
8.  Quaere,  whether  an  order  by  the  corporation  under  their  seal  would  be 
necessary  to  entitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  recover  in  respect  of  the  works 
independent  of  the  contract,  if  they  were  nut  within  the  ceitificate  of 
the  architect  ? 

SPECIAL  case  stated  by  an  arbiirator  in  pursuance  of 
a  Judge's  order. 

The  action  was  brought  on  the  22nd  January ^  1858, 
to  recover  2,632/.  7s.  7d.,  the  balance  alleged  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs, who  are  builders  in  partnership,  to  be  due  to  them 
from  the  Defendants,  who  are  the  ccirporation  of  the 
borough  of  Weymouth  and  Melcombe  Regis,  for  building 
for  the  Defendants  a  general  market  house  in  the  parish 
of  Melcombe  Regisy  within  that  borough. 

In  1854  the  Defendants  resolved  to  build  a  new  general 
market  house  in  the  parish  of  Melcombe  Regis,  within 
the  borough  of  Weymouth  and  Melcombe  Regis.  They 
appointed  Talbot  Bury  to  superintend  the  building  for 
them.  Talbot  Bury  prepared  the  drawings  and  designs 
for  the  market  house,  a  specification  of  the  works  to  be 
done  and  the  materials  to  be  provided  for  the  same,  and 
the  conditions  under  which  the  works  were  to  be  per- 
formed. On  the  lOth  August,  1854,  the  Defendants 
advertised  for  tenders  for  erecting  the  market  house  ac- 
cording to  the  drawings,  designs,  specification  and  con- 
ditions.   The  Plaintiffs,  amongst  otiiers,  tendered  for  the 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  69 

works,  and  offered  to  perform  the  same  for  3,424/.,  which        1865. 
tender  was  accepted  by  the  Defendants.     Upon  the  tender     goodyear 
being  accepted  the  Plaintiffs  signed  the  drawings  prepared  ^       *'• 
by  TaU^ot  Bury^  and  the   specification    and   conditions:    Weymouth. 
which  were  also  signed  by  Talbot  Bury  as  the  Defend- 
ants' architect. 

On  the  11th  September,  1854,  articles  of  agreement  were 
made  between  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  first  part,  E.  W.  Cole 
and  J,  Cole  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Defendants  of  the 
third  part :  whereby,  after  reciting  the  advertisement,  the 
tender,  the  acceptance  of  it  by  the  Defendants,  and  the  signing 
by  the  Plaintiffs  and  Talbot  Bury  of  the  drawings,  specifica- 
tion and  conditions,  and  that  E,  W.  Cole  and  J.  Cole  had 
agreed  to  join  in  those  presents  as  sureties  for  the  due  per- 
formance of  the  contract  by  the  Plaintiffs,  it  was  witnessed 
that  the  Plaintiffs  did  thereby  ratify  and  confirm  their 
tender,  and  did  jointly  and  severally  covenant  and  agree 
with  the  Defendants  that  they  would  in  good,  lasting, 
and  workmanlike  manner  and  by  or  before  the  time  or 
times  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the 
architect  for  the  time  being  of  the  Defendants,  execute  the 
Beveral  artificers'  works  described  in  the  specification,  ac- 
cording to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  drawings, 
designs  and  specification,  and  according  to  the  instructions 
therein  respectively  contained  or  to  be  reasonably  inferred 
therefrom,  and  such  explanatory  instructions  and  drawings 
as  the  architect  for  the  time  being  should  from  time  to  time 
daring  the  progress  of  the  works  give  and  furnish  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  would  in  all  things  abide  by  and  perform 
all  the  conditions  appended  to  the  specification.  That 
the  clerk  of  the  works  appointed  in  writing  by  the  archi- 
tect should  in  his  absence  have  full  power  to  judge  of  the 
qualities  of  the  materials,  of  the  manner  of  executing  the 
varions  kinds  of  work  and  the  proper  mode  of  conducting 
them,  and  that  in  such  particulars  the  Plaintiffs  should 
follow  the   directions   of   such   clerk  :    Provided    always 
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1865.  that  no  deviation  should  be  made  from  the  drawings  and 
Goodyear  specification^  or  the  directions  therein  contained  or  to  be 
Mayor* &c  op  reasonably  inferred  therefrom,  either  in  the  way  of  extras 
Weymouth,  or  omissions,  without  a  written  authority  from  the  architect ; 
and  in  case  any  part  of  the  work  should  be  altered  without 
that  authority,  or  should  in  the  opinion  of  the  architect  be 
executed  in  a  slight  or  unsatisfactory  manner,  the  same 
should  be  immediately  taken  down  and  re-erected  at  the 
expense  of  the  Plaintiffs.  That  all  such  deviations  as 
might  be  required  to  be  made  by  the  written  directions  of 
the  architect  should  immediately  be  made,  and  such  altera- 
tions, whether  extras  or  omissions,  should  not  in  any  way 
vitiate  or  render  void  that  contract ;  but  the  value  of  such 
alterations  should  be  ascertained  by  fair  measurement  by 
the  architect  and  priced  out  at  prices  by  which  the  contract 
for  the  market  house  was  made  out,  for  which  purpose  the 
Plaintiffs  should  produce  to  and  on  the  execution  thereof 
leave  with  the  architect  the  priced  bill  of  quantities  by 
which  the  estimate  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  made,  and  such 
amount  so  ascertained  should  be  added  to  or  deducted 
from  the  amount  of  that  contract ;  but  no  claim  upon  the 
Defendants  for  charges  for  any  extra  or  additional  work 
should  be  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  without  production  of  the 
order  of  the  architect  for  such  extra  work,  signed  by  him 
at  the  time  when  the  instructions  for  such  work  were  given. 

And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  the  Defendants 

did  thereby  promise  and  agree  with  the  Plaintiffs  that 
they  would  pay  unto  the  Plaintiffs  the  sum  of  3,424/., 
subject  to  such  deductions  and  with  such  additions  for 
extras  or  omissions  or  otherwise  as  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned, in  manner  and  at  the  times  following,  that  was 
to  say,  that  from  time  to  time  during  the  progress  of 
the  works,  on  application  in  writing  from  the  Plaintiffs, 
they  should  within  one  week  after  such  application  re- 
ceive the  amount  of  three-fourths  in  value  of  the  work 
then  done,  estimated  at  the  prices  on  which  the  Plaintiffs* 
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contract  had  been  framed,  provided  such  application  were        1865. 
accompanied  by  the  certificate  of  the  architect  that  the  sum  ~^ 
applied  for  was  a  proper  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  »• 

J       ^i_      X  /•    1  111  n  Mayor,  &c.  or 

under  the  terms  of  that  contract,  and  that  the  amount  of    Weymouth. 

the  value  of  the  work  done  exceeded  the  amount  applied 
for  by  one-fourth,  it  being  understood  that  the  opinion  of 
the  architect  with  respect  to  the  value  of  such  works  should 
be  final  and  binding  on  the  Plaintiffs;  and  further  that  half 
the  balance  which  appeared  to  remain  due  to  the  Plaintiffs 
on  the  completion  of  that  contract  should  be  paid  to  them 
within  two  months  of  the  date  of  the  architect's  certifi- 
cate of  the  due  completion  of  such  works,  and  the  remain- 
ing half  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the 
certificate,  unless  the  architect  should  advise  the  Defendants 
to  keep  a  sum  of  money  in  hand  for  the  purpose  of  making 
good  any  defective  work  that  might  become  apparent  after 
that  date.  And  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  the  clerk  of 
the  works  should  furnish  the  Plaintiffs  with  copies  of  the 
original  drawings,  which  copies  he  or  they  should  have 
liberty  from  time  to  time  to  compare  with  the  originals 
remaining  in  the  custody  of  the  clerk  of  the  works  or 
such  other  person  or  persons  as  the  architect  should 
appoint. 

The  articles  of  agreement  and  the  drawings,  specification 
and  conditions  were  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case. 

The  conditions  were  headed :  ''General  conditions  of  con- 
tract to  be  appended  to  the  specification  for  building  the 
above-named  market  house  for  the  town  council  of  the 
borough." 

The  following  are  material :  "  1 .  The  several  works  de- 
scribed in  the  said  specification  or  referred  to  herein  shall 
be  executed  by  the  said  parties  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  different  drawings  and  designs  made 
for  that  purpose  and  herein  referred  to,  and  such  other  as 
may  be  hereafter  provided," 
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1865.  "  18.  The  contractor  shall  receive  no  orders  as  to  the 

Goodyear      Progress  of  the  works  or  alteration  thereto  from  any  parties 

^'  but  the  architect  or  the  clerk  of  the  works  actin^r  on  his 

Mayor,  &c.  op  *^ 

Weymouth,  behalf,  but  should  he  execute  any  work  except  by  the 
architect's  written  order  and  authority  then  the  architect 
will  not  certify  for  the  payment  thereof,  and  if  any  alter- 
ations are  made  without  the  order  or  approval  of  the 
architect  then  such  work  shall  be  taken  down  and  redone 
to  his  satisfaction  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  con- 
tractor." 

•'  19.  Should  any  dispute  or  difference  of  opinion  arise 
between  the  contractor  and  the  town  council  as  to  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  any  part  of  the  specification  of  the 
works  or  conditions  of  the  contract,  or  the  work.^  expressed 
or  not  expressed  in  any  of  the  drawings,  then  the  architect 
shall  define  his  intentions  respecting  any  or  all  of  the 
works,  and  his  decision  as  to  the  nature,  quality  and 
quantity  of  the  works  executed  or  to  be  executed,  or  what 
amount  was  included  in  the  contract,  shall  be  final.  The 
decision  of  the  architect  shall  be  binding  on  both  sides  as 
regards  the  value  of  any  extra  or  additions,  which,  as 
aforesaid,  he  shall  regulate  by  the  schedule  of  prices  from 
which  the  contract  has  been  made." 

The  23rd  condition,  after  providing  for  the  time  within 
which  the  works  included  in  the  contract  should  be  finished 
and  completed,  and  the  market  house  fit  for  use,  under  a 
penalty  for  every  week  exceeding  that  time,  proceeded  : 
"  which  condition  shall  not  be  made  void  by  the  intro- 
duction of  any  extra  work,  but  in  such  case  the  time 
shall  be  extended  one  week  for  every  £100  woith  of  extra 
work  done," 

'^26.  Payment  shall  be  made  after  an  application  in 
writing  to  the  town  council  to  the  amount  of  three-fourths 
of  the  value  of  the  work  done  and  on  the  ground,  and  such 
application  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  certificate  of  the 
architecti  whose  opinion  of  the  value  of  such  work  shall 
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be  final  and  bindin^r  on  the  contractor.   Half  of  the  balance        1865. 


EAR 


remaining  on  the  completion  of  the  contract,  or  any  arrange-     Goodyi 
ment  of  the  extra  or  omitted  work  therein,  shall  be  paid  «      •• 
mrithin  three  months,  and  the  whole  of  the  balance  within    Weymouth. 
six  months  from  the  completion  of  the  edifice,  unless  the 
architect  shall  see  fit  to  keep  a  sum  of  money  in  hand  for 
the  purpose  of  making  good  any  defective  work  which  is 
then  apparent." 

After  the  execution  of  the  articles  of  agreement  the 
Plaintiflfs  commenced  the  works,  and  delivered  them  up 
to  the  Defendants  as  completed  in  December ^  1855.  On 
the  31st  July,  1856,  Talbot  Bury  certified  to  the  De- 
fendants that  the  Plaintiflfs  had  completed  the  works 
contracted  for. 

The  total  amount  claimed  by  the  Plaintiflfs  to  have 
become  due  to  them  from  the  Defendants  in  respect  of 
the  works  contracted  for  and  connected  therewith  was 
6,283/.  lOf.  2d.y  which  amount  was  made  up  of  three 
separate  subjects  of  claim,  that  is  to  say — First.  A  sum 
claimed  to  be  due  in  respect  of  the  contract  amount 
Second.  A  sum  for  extras  under  the  contract.  Third.  A 
sura  for  works  independent  of  the  contract.  The  Defend- 
ants had  paid  to  the  Plaintiflfs  3,651/.  2^.  Id.  And  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  balance. 

The  declaration  contained  a  special  count  founded  on  the 
contract,  alleging,  as  breaches,  non-payment  by  the  Defend- 
ants of  part  of  the  contract  sum  of  3,424/.  and  also  non- 
payment of  a  further  sum  for  extras  or  additional  work. 
It  also  contained  common  counts  for  work,  labour  and 
materials,  for  money  paid,  and  for  interest. 

The  Defendants  pleaded.  First.  To  .601/.  \Qs.  lOrf. 
part  of  the  money  claimed,  payment  into  Court.  To  the 
first  count,  so  far  as  it  claimed  for  extra  or  additional 
work  any  money  not  paid  into  Court,  that  no  order  of 
the  Defendants*  architect  for  such  work  signed  by  him, 
at  the   times  when  the  instructions  for  such  work  were 
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1865.        given,  had  been  produced  before  suit.   Third,  To  the  same, 

Goodyear      ^^^^  ^^^  Plaintiflfs  did  such  extra  work  or  additional  work 

^       ^'  without  any  order  in  wrilinor  frona  the  Defendants'  archi- 

MaYOR,  &C.  OF  "^  ° 

Weymouth,  tect  previously  made.  Fourth.  To  the  first  count,  except 
as  to  4,144/.  6s,  S^d.^no  work  done  beyond  that  amount 
Fifth.  Except  as  to  the  causes  of  action  upon  which  money 
had  been  paid  into  Court,  payment.  Sixth.  To  the  same, 
set-off  for  penalties  for  non-completion  of  works  within  the 
time  limited  by  the  contract.  Seventh.  Except  as  to  the 
first  count  and  so  muoh  of  the  money  claimed  in  the  residue 
of  the  declaration  as  was  paid  into  Court,  never  indebted. 
The  Plaintiffs  replied,  taking  out  the  money  paid  into 
Court  in  satisfaction  of  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  of 
which  it  had  been  paid  in,  and  taking  issue  on  the  other 
pleas. 

The  pleadings  were  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case. 
The  questions  of  law  upon   which  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  was  required  by  the  parties  arose  upon  the  Plaintiffs' 
claim  for  extras  and  works  independent  of  the  contract,  or 
alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  be  independent  of  the  contract. 
These  were  as  follows  :  — 
"As  to  extras  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs." 
The  first  item  yvas  extra  work  in  making  the  foundation 
walls  stronger  than  as  shown  in  the  original   drawings. 
A  plan  of  the  proposed  alteration   was  prepared  by  the 
clerk  of  the  works  and  approved  by  the  architect  and  sub* 
sequently  shown  to  the  Plaintifis,  who,  before  executing 
the  works  on  the  revised  plan,  applied  to  the  architect  for 
his  written  order   for  the  same  with  the  plan  proposed. 
The  architect  thereupon  wrote  the  following  letter,  dated 
the  30th  March,  1855. 

"  Re  Weymouth  Market  House. 

"  Dear  Sir, — Will  you  be  so  good  as  to  follow  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  clerk  of  the  works  respecting  the  basement 
walls;  and  all  extras  and  work  beyond  that  contained  in 
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your  tender  and  expressed  in  the  drawings  and  specifica-        1865. 
tion  will  be  allowed  you  and  if  the  work  is  not  measureable     GoodteaiT^ 
after  all  is  complete  the  clerk  of  the  works  will  measure  it  w.     J'- 

^  Mayor,  oec.  of 

up  during  its  progress.  Weymouth. 

I  am,  &c., 
"Mr.  Charles  Goodyear.  Talbot  Bury.'' 

The  work,  the  subject  of  this  item,  was  executed  in 
accordance  with  the  plan  and  drawings  and  under  the 
directions  of  tod  instructions  of  the  clerk  of  the  works. 

After  the  completion  of  the  whole  of  the  works  Talbot 
Bury  certified  to  the  Defendants  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  a  sum  of  1,043/.  for  extras,  but  in  his  certificate 
be  did  not  show  the  items  of  such  extras.  Nor  did  he 
inform  either  the  Plaintiffs  or  the  Defendants  of  the  details 
of  such  extras.  Upon  his  examination  as  a  witness  before 
the  arbitrator  he  deposed  that  in  making  up  his  certificate 
he  had  allowed  323/.  for  works  independent  of  the  contract, 
and  7^/.  for  extra  works  under  the  contract;  and  that  in 
this  latter  sum  he  had  included  27/.  \Qs.  \0d.  for  the  above 
item  as  an  extra,  and  that  the  sum  of  720/.  was  in  part 
composed  of  his  allowance  for  this  item,  and  in  part  of  the 
other  items  after  mentioned  to  have  been  allowed  by  him 
as  extras.  And  that  the  sum  of  323/.  was  composed  of 
the  items  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  allowed  by 
him  for  works  independent  of  the  contract. 

The  Defendants  contended  that  Talbot  Bury  had  no  right 
under  the  circumstances  to  make  this  allowance,  because 
that  item  was  not  duly  ordered  as  an  extra  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  contract.  They  also  contended 
that  if  Talbot  Bury  was  authorized  to  make  the  allowance 
such  allowance  was  under  the  contract  final  and  conclusive 
upon  the  Plaintiffs,  and  precluded  them  from  demanding  or 
recovering  any  further  sum  from  the  Defendants. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  this 
item  were:  First.  Whether  it  was  duly  ordered  as  an  extra 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract.     Secondly.  Whether 
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1865.        the   allowance   by    Talbot   Bury   was   conclusive   oft  the 
Goodyear      Plaintiffs. 

MayoiT^c  of  '^^^  ^^^®  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  twenty  other  items,  some  raising 
Weymouth,  the  same  questions  as  the  first  item,  others  in  which  the 
alteration  from  the  drawings  and  specification  was  made 
according  to  a  drawing  signed  by  the  architect,  others  in 
which  the  alteration  was  verbally  ordered  by  the  architect, 
either  in  the  presence  of  the  mayor  or  at  the  suggestion  of 
one  of  the  aldermen,  and  others  in  which  the  alteration  was 
made  in  pursuance  only  of  a  verbal  order  of  the  architect, 
and  executed  under  the  supervision  of  the  clerk  of  the 
works.  Some  of  these  items  the  Defendants  contended 
were  not  extras,  but  included  in  the  original  contmct. 
One  of  them  the  Plaintiffs  contended  was  not  an  fextra, 
but  entirely  without  the  contnnct,  and  therefore  no  written 
order  was  necessary,  and  the  allowance  of  the  architect  for 
it  not  binding  on  them. 

"As  to  the  works  independent  of  the  contract." 
The  first  disputed  item  was  for  a  cast-iron  pump  and  works 
connected  therewith.  At  a  meeting  of  the  town  council  it 
was  resolved  that  a  pump  should  be  ordered  and  fixed,  and 
a  copy  of  the  minutes  of  this  meeting  and  of  the  resolution 
was  delivered  by  the  town  clerk  to  W.  H,  Waller^  clerk  of 
the  works.  The  Plaintiffs  were  directed  to  send  in  to  the 
town  council  a  list  of  prices  of  pumps.  The  Plaintiffs  ac- 
cordingly delivered  to  Waller  a  price  list  of  pumps  to  be 
handed  to  the  council.  The  Plaintiffs  afterwards  received 
verbal  instructions  from  Waller  to  provide  a  pump  which 
had  been  selected  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  council  from  the 
list  so  sent  in.  The  Plaintiffs,  in  pursuance  of  this  order, 
procured  a  pump  and  put  it  up  as  directed  by  Waller. 
Talbot  Bury  and  Waller  saw  and  approved  of  what  was 
done.  The  mayor  also  saw  the  work  whilst  in  progress. 
The  Defendants  had  the  use  of  this  pnmp.  It  was  useful 
and  necessary  work  wholly  independent  of  the  contract. 
The  next  was  for  drains  under  the  floor  of  the  market. 
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The  original  plans  and  drawings  showed  no  drains.     The        1865. 
derk  of  the  works  suggested  them  to  Talbot  Bury,  who     GoodteaiT 
ordered  the  Plaintiffs  to  make  them.     He  also  wrote  and  .,       *' 

Mayor,  &c.  op 

sent  to  the  clerk  of  the  works  a  letter  directing  him  to    Wbymouth. 

give  instructions  for  the  traps  to  the  drains;  this  letter 

was  shown  to  the  Plaintiffs.     The  traps  therein  mentioned 

were  procured  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  formed  part  of  tlie 

drains.     The  drains  were  useful  and  necessary  and  ever 

since  formed  part  of  the  market. 

The  next  was  for  renewing  the  paving  in  two  streets 
which  had  been  disturbed  by  the  execution  of  the  works. 
This  was  verbally  ordered  by  the  architect,  and  the  clerk 
of  the  works  superintended  and  directed  it.  It  was 
necessary. 

The  Defendants  contended  that  the  architect  had   no 
power  to  bind  them  in  making  this  allowance. 
The  case  then  set  out  two  other  items. 
The  question,  stated  after  each  of  the  items  uuder  this 
Jieady   was   whether  the   Defendants   were    liable  to  the 
Tlaintiffs  for  it 

On  the  17th  January ,  1858,  the  Plaintiffs  caused  such 
^f  the  plans,  drawings  and  sketches  as  are  mentioned  or 
referred  to  under  the  above  items  respectively  to  be  pro* 
duced  and  shown  to  the  mayor  of  tlie  borough  in  the 
presence  of  the  town  cierk,  and  they  then  had  the  oppor- 
tooity  of  inspecting  them. 

The  question  stated  at  the  end  of  the  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  was  whether  there  was  a  compliance  by  the 
Plaintiffs  with  the  provisions  of  the  contract  which  re- 
quired an  order  in  writing  by  the  architect  for  all  extra  or 
additional  work. 

When  the  opinion  of  the  Court  had  been  obtained  on  the 
above  question  the  matters  were  to  go  back  to  the  arbitra- 
tor to  apply  that  opinion. 

The  case  was  argued  Nov.  10  and  15,  and  judgment 
given  on  the  latter  day. 
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1865.  Mellish,  and  duriog  his  absence  Horace  Lloyd,  by  leave 

Goodyear     ^^  ^^®  Court,  for  the  Plaintiffs. — First.  As  to  the  items 
^'  which  are  claimed  as   extras   under  the  contract.      The 

Weymouth,  articles  of  agreement  require  that  no  deviations  be  made 
from  the  drawings  and  specification  without  a  written  au- 
thority from  the  architect.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that 
his  authority  should  be  expressed  in  words.  The  plan 
of  proposed  alteration  approved,  and  the  drawing  signed 
by  him  and  given  as  instructions  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  his 
letter  desiring  them  to  follow  the  instructions  of  the 
clerk  of  the  works,  are  each  of  them  a  sufficient  authority 
in  writing.  In  respect  of  extras,  for  which  there  was 
only  a  -verbal  order  by  the  architect,  the  decision  in 
Lamprell  v.  Tlie  Guardians  of  the  Billericay  Union  {a) 
prevents  the  Plaintiffs  from  recovering  except  by  means  of 
the  certificate  of  the  architect  But  that  certificate  is  con- 
clusive as  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants:  if 
he  allowed  items  for  which  he  had  not  given  an  order  in 
writing,  it  was  an  excess  of  authority  for  which  the  De- 
fendants* remedy  is  by  action  against  him.  And  in  order 
to  raise  this  objection  the  Defendants  must  rely  on  parol 
evidence  given  by  the  architect  before  the  arbitrator.  The 
certificate  of  the  architect  is  conclusive  that  all  was  done 
necessary  to  justify  him  in  allowing  any  item  for  extras :  as 
to  all  questions  under  the  contract  he  is  constituted  arbitra- 
tor between  the  parties ;  Clarke,  Assignee,  &c.  v.  Watson{b\ 
[Erie,  C.  J.  In  Scott  v.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool 
Board  of  Works  (c),  in  which  I  sat  with  Stuart,  V.  C,  who 
requested  my  opinion  whether  the  Plaintiffs  would  have 
been  entitled  to  recover  at  law,  I  was  of  opinion  that  the 
parties  had  constituted  the  engineer  the  final  authority  in 
case  of  any  dispute.  That  case  went  to  appeal  and  was 
affirmed  (cf)]. 

Secondly.  As  to  works  independent  of  the  contract.    The 

(a)  3  Exch.  283  (c)  1  G iff.  216. 

(6)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  278.  ((/)  3  Dc  G.^  J.  334. 
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architect  has  no  right  to  judge  as  to  their  value.  And  the  1865. 
PlaintiiFfl  are  entitled  to  recover,  though  no  order  was  given  Goodyear 
for  theiu  by  the  corporation  under  its  seal.  A  ratification  mayor,  &c.  of 
of  a  parol  order  or  an  adoption  of  the  order  of  the  archi-  Weymouth. 
^^  ^«  g*i  ^y  ^  resolution  of  the  corporation,  is  sufficient. 
The  pump  was  inci.dental  to  and  was  used  for  the  purposes 
of  the  market  house,  which  is  an  adoption  of  it,  stronger 
than  a  resolution  of  the  corporation :  Haigh  v.  The 
Ckardians  of  North  Brierley  Union  (a) ;  and  the  principle 
of  that  case  is  not  limited  to  works  executed  or  goods 
supplied  for  purposes  which  are  absolutely  necessary. 
Dt  Grave  v.  l^he  Mayor ^  ^c,  of  Monmouth  (b),  Sanders 
V.  The  Guardians  of  the  St.  Neot's  Union  (c).  The  pre- 
sumption against  a  corporation  from  its  acts  is  the  same  as 
against  an  individual;  Doe  d.  Pennington  v.  Taniere(d), 
[They  also  cited  The  East  London  Walerworhs  Company  v. 
Bailey  {e) ;  Stat.  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  69,  relating  to 
the  acts  which  the  council  of  a  municipal  borough  have 
power  to  do.  Byles,  J.  Sect.  92  authorizes  the  applica- 
tion of  the  surplus  of  the  borough  fund  for  the  public 
benefit  of  the  inhabitants  and  improvement  of  the  borough.] 
The  building  of  a  market  house  is  such  an  improvement. 
[Byles,  J.  The  power  given  by  that  section  is  exceedingly 
wide,  and  the  body  who  have  to  distribute  the  surplus  gave 
the  order  for  the  pump.]  The  same  reasoning  applies 
to  the  drains.  The  corporation  by  allowing  them  to  remain 
adopted  them  ;  Sanders  v.  The  Guardians  of  the  St.  Neot's 
Union  (c). 

Karslahe  {Bush  Cooper  with  him)  for  the  Defendants. — 
First.  As  to  some  of  the  extras  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs, 
there  was  not  an  order  in  writing  by  the  architect  as  re- 
la)  £.  B.  *  E.  873.  (d)  12  Q.  B.  998. 
(6)  4  C.  *  P.  II  I.                                (e)  4  Bing,  283. 
(0  8  Q.  R  810. 
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1865.        quired  by  the  agreement  and  the  18th  condition.     It  was 

Goodyear      "^^  competent   for   him    to   certify  that   the   corporation 

••  should  pay  for  the  extras,  though  no  written  order  autho- 

iVlAYOR(QEC*  OP 

Wbtmouth.  riziog  them,  signed  by  him,  was  produced  before  him. 
By  the  19th  condition  a  limited  power  is  given  to  the 
architect :  he  can  only  order  extras  of  a  particular  kind, 
and  they  are  not  to  be  paid  for  without  the  production  of 
an  order  in  writing  by  him  to  the  parties  who  are  to  pay. 
At  all  events  by  the  19tb  condition  his  decision  is  final 
as  to  the  value  of  the  extras.  [Erlcy  C.  J.  It  would  be 
of  no  advantage  to  go  into  the  items,  because  we  are 
not  persuaded  by  your  argument  on  this  preliminary 
point.  By  this  agreement  the  architect  is  constituted  the 
tribunal  to  decide  whether  there  was  a  written  order  for 
the  extra  work,  and  what  was  the  value  of  it :  his  certifi- 
cate assumes  that  there  was  a  written  order,  and  against  it 
there  is  no  appeal.] 

Secondly.  As  to  the  claim  for  works  independent  of  the 
contract.  The  architect  has  in  his  certificate  allowed  for 
them,  and  his  allowance  is  conclusive  on  the  Plaintiffs  and 
precludes  them  from  obtaining  any  further  sum.  The 
specification  speaks  of  additional  works.  [Willes,  J.  If 
additional  they  must  be  independent  of  the  contract.]  [He 
was  then  stopped.] 

Horace  Lloyd  in  reply. — The  test  whether  any  works 
are  independent  of  the  contract  is,  whether  the  builders 
were  bound  to  execute  them  though  ordered  by  the  archi- 
tect in  the  most  formal  manner.  The  architect  could  not 
order  them  to  erect  a  pump.  Extras  were  left  under  the 
control  of  the  architect;  but  with  respect  to  works  in- 
dependent of  the  contract  the  corporation  intervened,  and 
gave  orders  for  the  execution  of  them  :  they  are  recover- 
able only  under  the  count  for  work,  labour  and  materials. 
The  Plaintiffs  by  applying  to  the  architect  for  his  certificate 
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as  to  extras  are  not  bound  by  his  decision  as  to  these        1865. 
additional  works.  goodyea  r 

V, 

Mayor,  /fee.  of 

Erlb.  C.  J.    The  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  for  a  sum  of    Wbymouth, 

&c. 

money  consisting  of  many  items,  which  may  be  distributed 
under  two  heads :  first,  extras  under  the  contract ;  secondly, 
additional  works  independent  of  the  contract.  The  con- 
tract contains  a  clause  that  no  claim  upon  the  Defendants 
for  any  extra  or  additional  work  should  be  made  by  the 
Plaintiffs  without  production  of  an  order  of  the  architect 
for  such  extra  work,  signed  by  him  at  the  time  when  the 
instructions  for  such  extra  or  additional  Work  were  given. 
In  the  dispute  as  to  the  extras,  the  Defendants  sought 
to  take  advantage  of  this  clause  and  contended  that  they 
were  not  liable  because  no  such  order  had  been  given.  The 
Plaintiffs  sought  to  take  advantage  of  it  so  far  as  the  claim 
for  extras,  as  to  which  they  say  that  the  architect  is  su- 
preme; at  the  same  time  they  claim  to  be  unfettered  by  him 
in  respect  of  work  which  is  neither  extra  nor  additional,  but 
independent  of  the  contract,  and  for  which  they  seek  to 
recover  wholly  apart  firom  the  contract.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  each  party  fails  in  this  part  of  his  contention. 

By  the  articles  of  agreement  the  corporation  and  the 
builders  constituted  the  architect  the  arbitrator  to  decide 
on  the  questions  arising  between  them  as  to  the  con^ruc- 
tion  of  the  contract,  and  especially  as  to  the  value  to  be 
paid  for  extras  or  additions :  he  was  to  be  supreme :  neither 
can  the  builders  get  payment  nor  are  the  corporation 
bound  to  pay  until  the  certificate  of  the  architect  has  been 
given  that  the  sum  applied  for  by  the  builders  is  a  proper 
sum  to  be  paid.  [His  Lordship  read  condition  19.]  The 
architect  having  to  decide  what  sums  are  to  be  paid  from 
time  to  time  and  what  money  is  due  to  the  builders,  he 
can  establish  conclusively  what  is  due  for  extras,  and  the 
Defendants  cannot  inquire  whether  he  has  allowed  properly 
or  improperly  in  respect  of  extras  any  more  than  they 

VOL.  I. — C.  P.  G 
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1865.       can  inquire  into  his  decision  as  to  the  quality  of  the  ma- 

Goodyear     terials  used  or  Other  matters.     If  indeed  he  acted  fraudu- 

Mayor'&c  of  '®°%  ^^^  certificate  would  be  void  (a) :  but  if  he  used  his 

Weymouth,  judgment  his  decision  is  final.     It  is  therefore  irrelevant  to 

say  anything  more  on  the  particular  items. 

The  Plaintifis  contend  that  they  may  avail  themselves  of 
the  certificate  of  the  architect  as  to  extras,  and  claim  a 
larger  sum  than  he  has  allowed  for  additions,  as  they  call 
them,  independent  of  the  contract.  They  divide  their  whole 
claim  into  three  subjects :  first,  the  contract  amount ;  se- 
cond, a  sum  for  extras  under  the  contract ;  and  third,  a 
sum  for  works  independent  of  the  contract.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  they  fail  to  establish  the  third  subject  of  their  claim, 
which  is  in  reality  an  addition  to  the  contract.  The  finding 
of  the  arbitrator  shows  that  all  the  items  in  dispute  come 
within  that  head.  He  finds  that  ^'the  total  amount  claimed 
by  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  become  due  to  them  firom  the  De- 
fendants in  respect  of  the  works  contracted  for  and  connected 
therewith  was  6,283/.  10«.  2dJ'  When  the  architect  was 
appointed  supreme  judge  as  to  extras  and  additions,  this 
undefined  class  of  claims,  said  to  be  additions,  would  be 
aptly  described  by  the  words,  ^'  works  contracted  for  and 
connected  therewith."  The  contract  is  for  building  a  market 
house,  and  the  first  item  said  to  be  independent  of  the  con- 
tract is  an  addition,  viz.,  a  pump,  which  is  clearly  connected 
with  the  works  contracted  for.  So  also  are  the  drains,  which 
are  an  extra  or  addition.  As  to  these  and  the  other  items 
in  this  class,  the  certificate  of  the  architect  is  in  the  nature 
of  an  award  binding  on  the  parties. 

WiLLBs,  J.  It  would  be  irrelevant  to  give  a  categorical 
answer  to  all  the  questions  raised  in  the  case :  there  is  one, 
and  that  a  complete  answer  to  all,  viz.  that  so  much  is  to  be 
allowed  in  respect  of  the  items  in  dispute  as  make  up  the 

(a)  See  Batterhurtf  v.  Vyse,  2  H.  4  C.  42. 
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sum  total  of  die  architect'^  certificate,  and  the  correctness  of       1865. 
this  answer  depends  on  whether  the  architect  was  made  the     goodyear 
judfire  between  the  parties.     Clearly  he  was.    Mr.  Karslake  ,,      ^*  ^ 

''   ^  ^  ,     -^  Mayor,  &c.  OP 

plausibly  insisted  that  the  architect  was  not  at  liberty  to  Weymouth, 
set  aside  the  term  of  the  contract  which  required  that 
there  should  be  a  written  order  of  the  architect  for  extra 
or  additional  work.  And  it  is  true  that  the  architect,  if  he 
does  his  duty,  has  no  such  power ;  but  according  to  the 
contract,  if  he  has  allowed  for  extra  or  additional  work 
widiout  the  production  of  such  an  order,  though  he  has 
decided  erroneously,  that  is  a  matter  for  which  the  corpora- 
tion have  to  blame  themselves  for  selecting  him.  The  con- 
trition of  the  Defendants  contains  a  fallacy ;  and  is  an- 
swered by  putting  a  question  on  the  other  side.  Suppose, 
in  dealing  with  the  extras,  the  architect  <f»allowed  an  item 
for  which  the  contractors  had  received  a  written  order, 
would  that  be  binding  on  the  parties?  Certainly  it 
would,  for  they  put  him  in  the  position  of  an  arbitrator 
having  power  to  disallow  it.  This  shows  that  there  is 
equal  justice  to  both  sides  in  proceeding  on  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  and  seemg  whether  the  parties  have  agreed 
to  make  an  end  of  the  dispute  by  the  decision  of  the 
architect  both  as  to  whether  there  was  a  proper  order  and 
as  to  the  value  of  the  work. 

As  to  the  other  point,  whether  additional  works  were 
ordered  in  the  sense  of  being  apart  from  the  contract,  and 
not  connected  with  it,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  an  answer ; 
because  it  appears,  that,  although  the  Plaintiflfs  make  sepa- 
rate demands  in  respect  of  the  contract  amount,  extras 
under  the  contract,  and  works  independent  of  the  contract, 
they  all  fall  within  one  category,  described  by  the  arbitrator 
as  "  works  contracted  for  and  connected  therewith."  It 
appears  from  the  statement  of  the  architect  before  the  ar- 
bitrator that  the  items  were  so  dealt  with  by  him,  and  that 
in  his  certificate  he  allowed  for  extra  works   under  the 

g2 
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1865.        contract  and  for  works,  independent  of  the  contract;  it  is 
Goodyear     satisfactory  to  know  this,  though  it  affords  no  argument. 
Tiir.v.^J'V  The  result  is  that  the  certificate  of  the  architect  gives  an 

Mayor,  &c.  OF  o 

Weymouth,  answer  both  as  to  the  claim  for  extras  under  the  contract 
and  the  claim  in  respect  of  works  said  to  be  independent  of 
the  contract  for  which  the  Plaintiffs  claim  payment  without 
passing  through  the  ordeal  of  an  adjudication  by  him. 

6yleS|  J.  As  soon  as  we  hold  that  the  architect  had 
jurisdiction  to  decide  on  the  three  classes  of  claims,  the 
other  subordinate  questions  are  immaterial,  for  his  certifi- 
cate disposes  of  .them,  and  he  may  have  decided  on  the 
point  whether  the  additions  were  within  the  contract*.  It 
therefore  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  there  was 
an  order  by  the  architect  for  extras  or  additional  works 
binding  on  the  corporation. 

I  should  be  sorry  to  give  countenance  to  the  notion  that 
the  seal  of  the  corporation  was  necessary  to  make  the 
order  for  the  pump  and  drains  binding ;  but  if  it  were,  it 
would  be  necessary  for  every  other  requisite. 

Keating,  J.  concurred. 

Case  remitted  to  the  arbitrator  (a), 

(a)  This  case  is  reported  by  G.  J.  Philip  Smithf  Esq. 
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1865. 


JRe  Alice  Rogers.  November  24. 

A  hutband  ]i?ed  apart  from  his  wife  under  an  arrangement  by  which  the  aU  Ditpotition  by 

lowed  him  an  income  out  of  her  separate  estate.   Although  they  occupied  married  womam 

different  dwellings  they  occasionally  visited,  and  the  husband  some-  without  the  eon- 

times  slept  at  his  wife's  house,  and  once  or  twice  they  took  excursions  eurrenee  rf  her 

together  into  the  country.    The  wife  having  succeeded  to  a  reversionary  husband* 

interest  in  certain  property,  the  husband  applied  to  her  to  increase  his  "Living  apart.'* 

allowance,  and  on  her  refusal  endeavoured  to  obtain  her  consent  by  8  4"  ^  IVilL  4, 

threata  of  annoyance  and  molestation ;  and  he  refused  to  concur  in  a  c.  74»  «.  91 ; 

proposed  disposition  of  that  reversionary  interest  by  way  of  settlement  20  ^  21  Fict, 

on  the  marriage  of  her  daughter  by  a  former  husband.  c.  57»  <•  !• 
Hek^  that  here  was  a  "living  apart"  sufficient  to  justify  the  Court  in  mak- 
ing an  order  under  stat  8  &  4  fVilL  4,  c.  74,  «.  91,  and  20  &  21  Vict, 
e,  57,  8, 1,  dispensing  with  the  husband's  concurrence. 

ALICE  BUMP  STEAD,  a  widow  with  several  chil- 
dren,  intermarried,  in  1856,  with  Dr.  Nathaniel 
Rogers.  In  186S  disputes  of  a  pecuniary  character  led  to 
the  separation  of  Dr.  Rogers  and  his  wife ;  the  separation 
being  on  the  terms  that  the  husband  should  have  4002. 
a-year  out  of  his  wife's  estate,  but  there  was  no  deed  to 
that  effect,  Dr.  Rogers  having  refused  to  sign  one  unless  it 
provided  that  his  allowance  should  be  at  the  rate  of  1,000/. 
a-year.  It  was  part  of  the  arrangement  that  the  husband 
should  occasionally  be  at  liberty  to  visit  his  wife,  and  visits 
were  accordingly  made,  but  Dr.  Rogers  rarely  slept  at 
his  wife's  house,  which  was  out  of  town,  he  himself 
living  in  London.  On  a  few  occasions  Mrs.  Rogers  visited 
her  husband,  and  once  or  twice  they  took  excursions 
together  into  the  country,  when  they  were  absent  some 
days.  On  the  death  of  her  brother,  Mr.  Casterton,  in 
1863,  Mrs.  Rogers  succeeded  to  a  reversionary  interest  in 
a  large  amount  of  personal  property,  and  Dr.  Rogers  then 
again  applied  to  his  wife,  through  her  attorney,  to  make  a 
considerable  increase  to  his  allowance ;  this  request  having 
been  refused,  Dr.  Rogers  endeavoured  to  obtain  his  wife's 
consent  by  threats  of  annoyance  and  molestation.  In 
TOL.  I. — 0.  p.  H 
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1865.  June^  1864,  Mrs.  Rogers  wrote  to  her  husband  through 
Be  Alice  ^er  solicitor,  informing  him  that  one  of  her  daughters  by 
Rogers.  ^^  previous  marriage  was  engaged  to  be  married,  and 
that  she  intended  to  settle  upon  her  one- Fourth  of  the 
property  which  she  had  inherited  from  her  brother,  and 
requested  him  to  concur  in  the  settlement.  Dr.  Rogers 
declined  on  the  ground  that  the  amount  proposed  was 
too  large,  and  ought  to  be  settled  differently.  After 
notice  to  Dr.  Rogers  an  application  was  made  to  this 
Court  under  statutes  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  s.  91,  and  20 
&  21  Vict,  c.  57,  s.  1,  for  an  order  to  enable  Alice 
Rogers  to  dispense  with  the  concurrence  of  her  husband 
in  the  disposition  of  her  reversionary  interest,  the  dispo- 
sition being  stated  to  be  in  favour  of  the  Applicant's 
daughter,  whose  marriage  was  fixed  for  the  27th  July 
following;  and  in  Trinity  Terra,  1864,  an  order  was 
granted  accordingly.  On  the  22nd  of  July  a  summons, 
returnable  on  the  26th,  was  taken  out  at  Chambers  to  stay 
proceedings  till  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  on  the 
ground  that  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  applied  to  real 
estate  only,  and  also  that  Dr.  Rogers  and  his  wiTe  were 
not  living  apart  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The 
deed  of  appointment  by  Mrs.  Rogers  and  the  marriage 
settlement  were  both  executed  by  the  parties  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  26th,  and  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day 
Martin,  B.,  made  the  order  to  stay  proceedings.  On  the 
27th  the  marriage  was  duly  solemnized. 

In  this  term  Garth,  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Rogers,  obtained 
a  rule  calling  on  Alice  Rogers  to  show  cause  why  the  order 
of  this  Court  obtained  by  her  in  Trinity  Term  should  not 
be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  living  apart 
from  her  husband  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Quain  showed  cause. — Notice  of  the  application  to 
the  Court  in  1864  was  given  to  Dr.  Rogers,  and  if 
he  intended  to  oppose  it  he  should  have  done  so  at 
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the  time.     The  hasband  and  wife  were  'Miving  apart"       1865. 

within  the  meaning  of  the  9l8t  sect,  of  the  Act  8  &  4     jig  alici 

Will  4,  c.  74.     It  is  not  necessary  that  the  separation      Roo«»«- 

should  be  complete ;  it  is  sufficient  if  man  and  wife  abstain 

ftom  luring  together f  in   the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term. 

Here  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  parties  were  substan- 

iaUy  living  apart.    They  did  so  by  mutual  consent,  and 

the  hasband  had  a  consideration  for  the  maintenance  of 

the  separation.     The  marriage   of  the   daughter  having 

taken  place  on  the  faith  of  the  order  of  this  Court,  very 

grave  inconveniences  will  ensue  if  that  order  is  set  aside. 

At  all  events   the  parties  who  are  interested  under  the 

nmrriage  settlement  ought  to  have  been  brought  before 

the  Court 

Garth  in  support  of  the  rule. — First  as  to  the  point  of 
form*  It  was  not  known  to  Dr.  Rogers  who  the  parties 
to  the  settlement  were ;  the  execution  of  the  deed  itself 
wu  unknown  to  him,  and,  in  fact,  took  place  only  an  hour 
or  two  before  the  order  to  stay  proceedings  was  made. 
Then  this  is  not  a  case  within  the  statute ;  it  is  not  such 
a  "living  apart"  as  will  induce  the  Court  to  interfere 
with  conjugal  rights.  The  Act  contemplates  an  entire 
living  apart,  and  not  a  state  of  things  where  the  husband 
and  wife  occasionally  see  one  another,  sleep  together,  and 
take  excursions  together.  It  must  be  such  a  living  apart 
that  the  wife  cannot  consult  her  husband  on  the  disposi- 
tion of  her  property.  The  context  of  sect.  91  of  stat.  3  &  4 
^xU.  4,  c.  74,  shows  the  kind  of  separation  intended ; 
the  other  contingencies  are,  ''  If  a  husband  shall,  in  con- 
sequence of  being  a  lunatic,  idiot,  or  of  unsound  mind," 
or  ^  if  his  residence  shall  not  be  known,  or  he  shall  be 
in  prison,  or  transported,  &c." 

Erlb,  C.  J.  In  this  case  an  order  had  been  made  under  the 

h2 
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1865.  statute  giving  analogous  powers  to  those  under  3  &  4  Will. 
lU  Alice  ^'  ^*  ^^>  "^y  which  in  certain  cases  a  wife  may  dispose  of 
RoQERs.  her  interest  in  property  without  the  concurrence  of  her 
husband.  This  Court  has  power  to  make  the  order  in 
several  events,  and  one  of  these  is,  where  the  husband  and 
wife  are  "living  apart"  by  mutual  consent.  The  order  in 
this  case  was  made  on  an  affidavit  by  Mrs.  Rogers  that  she 
and  Dr.  Rogers  were  living  apart  by  mutual  consent,  and  it 
was  made  ex  parte,  on  the  application  of  the  wife,  the 
statute  requiring  from  the  wife  such  evidence  only  as  shall 
satisfy  the  Court.  Here  the  order  was  made  so  as  to  confer 
a  title  on  parties  different  from  the  present,  viz.,  on  the 
daughter  of  the  wife  by  a  former  marriage,  it  being  thought 
a  greater  security  to  have  this  order.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances we  are  unwilling  to  make  any  alteration  in  the 
order  unless  it  be  at  the  request  of  parties  with  a  legal 
right  to  ask  it.  Dr.  Rogers  demands  his  legal  right  on 
the  ground  that  Mrs.  Rogers  deceived  the  Court  in  saying 
that  she  was  living  apart  from  her  husband.  The  husband 
having  married  without  any  arrangement  securing  to  him 
a  portion  of  his  wife's  fortune,  and  unhappy  differences 
having  arisen  between  them,  it  was  agreed  that  they  should 
live  apart  on  her  paying  to  him  400/.  a-year.  He  refused 
to  sign  an  agreement  on  those  terms,  but  he  did  live  sepa- 
rate from  his  wife,  and  although  the  arrangement  was  that 
they  were  to  see  one  another,  this  was  in  my  opinion  an 
arrangement  to  live  apart  on  the  terms  agreed  on.  To 
suggest  that  they  were  not  living  apart,  because  occa- 
sionally they  paid  short  visits  to  one  another,  there  being 
at  the  same  time  an  entire  absence  of  mutual  affection,  is 
absurd.  In  my  opinion  they  were  living  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  justified  the  wife  in  saying,  in  her  affidavit, 
that  they  were  living  apart  Dr.  Rogers  appears  to  be 
actuated  only  by  mercenary  motives;  for,  even  from  his 
own  affidavit,  it  appears  that  his  attempts  to  renew  co- 
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fsabitation  were  only  made  by  way  of  threats  to  induce  his 
vr^jfe  to  increase  his  income.  In  such  a  state  of  things 
having  regard  to  the  important  events  which  have 
appened,  I  think  that  this  order  must  stand.  The  Court 
ill  certainly  not  strain  its  power  to  assist  the  husband  in 
«3ch  a  case.  Dr.  Rogers  had  no  interest  in  the  funds  in 
miestion,  and  as  he  has  not  shown  that  he  is  entitled  to 
ve  the  order  rescinded  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 


1865. 


Rt  Alicb 

ROOERS. 


WiLLESy  Btlcs  and  KbatinG|  JJ.^  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Stubbs  v.  Horn. 


1. 


Under  sUt  12  &  IS  Vici.e,  106,  #.114,  which  enacts  that  the  petitioning 
creditor  shall  at  his  own  costs  file  and  prosecute  his  petition  until  the 
choice  of  assignees,  the  petitioning  creditor  is  personally  liable  to  the 
messenger  of  the  Court  of  Bankyiptcy  for  his  fees  and  expenses  incurred 

^        in  taking  possession  of  the  bankrupu'  estate  up  to  that  period. 

^  Afbn:  the  choice  of  assignees  the  trade  assignee  is  liable  for  the  mes- 
senger's subsequent  costs  and  expenses,  if  there  is  anything  to  show 
that  the  messenger  has  acted  under  his  express  directions  or  from 
which  an  express  employment  by  him  may  be  legitimately  inferred. 

^*  In  an  action  by  a  messenger  for  an  amount  comprehending  fees  and 
charges  incurred  both  before  and  after  ihe  choice  of  assignees,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant,  who  was  petitioning  creditor,  had  instructed 
the  Plaintiff  to  take  possession  of  cettain  ejects  of  the  bankrupts; 
that  he  subsequently  became  trade  assignee,  and  by  letters  uddrcssed  to 
the  Plaintiff  by  his  the  Defendant's  solicitors  gave  express  directions  to 
the  Plaintiff  in  relation  to  the  management  of  the  estate.  Held,  that 
the  Defendant  was  liable  for  the  \%hole  amount  claimed. 

^TIHIS  was  an  action  for  fees  brouglit  by  a  messenger  in 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  against  the  Defendant,  who 
was  the  petitioning  creditor  and  also  trade  assignee. 

The  declaration  in  the  action,  which  was  brought  in  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court,  contained  the  ordinary  count  sur 


Saturdttff, 
November  26llL 

Bankrupt. 
Messengers* 
fees, 

PeiUuming 
creditor* 
Trade  assignee* 
12  4-  13  Ftet. 
c.  10$,  s.  114. 
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1865.  concesHt  solvere,  to  which  the  Defendant  pleaded  never 
sTuBM  indebted,  and  the  following  were  the  particulars  of  the 
„  ••  PlaintifTB  demand : — 

Horn. 

1859,    To  fees  and  charges  of  the  Plaintiff  £    s.   d. 
as  one  of  the  messengers  of  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  in  the  matter  of  the  bankruptcy 
of  Messrs.  Baumann  and  Barrett^  up  to  the 
choice  of  assignees  in  the  said  matter    •    •  12  15    9 

The  like  subsequent  thereto 10    8  II 

£23    4    8 


The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Common  Serjeant  in 
May^  1865,  when  the  facts  which  appeared  in  evidence 
were  as  follows : — 

During  1859  the  Plaintiff  was  a  messenger  of  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy.  Messrs.  Baumann  and  Barrett  were  the 
proprietors  of  an  operative  and  training  institution  at  Chis- 
wick.  On  the  24th  March,  1859,  a  petition  for  their 
bankruptcy  was  presented  by  the  Defendant,  and,  on  the 
25th  March,  they  were  adjudicated  bankrupts.  On  the 
same  day  the  commissioner  issued  his  warrant  directing  the 
Plaintiff  to  take  possession  of  their  goods,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  instructed  by  the  solicitors  of  the  Defendant  to  send 
a  man  down  to  Chistcick  for  that  purpose.  The  Plaintiff, 
accordingly,  sent  down  a  man,  who  found  a  person  already 
in  possession  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Roberts  and  Roby,  the 
holders  of  two  bills  of  sale.  The  Plaintiff,  upon  being 
made  acquainted  with  that  fact,  gave  instructions  that 
none  of  the  property  should  be  allowed  to  go  off  the  pre- 
mises, and,  up  to  the  choice  of  assignees,  which  took  place 
on  the  19th  April,  1859,  when  the  Defendant  was  chosen 
trade  assignee,  did  all  that  is  usually  done  by  a  messenger 
in  respect  of  the  bankrupt's  effects. 
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On  the  I5th  April,  1859,  the  Plaintiff  received  the  fol-       1866. 
lowing  letter  from  the  Defendant's  solicitors : —  Stubm 


**  London f  E.  C,  14,  Old  Jewry  Chambers, 
«  Mr.  Stubbs,  Court  "  15th  April,  1859. 

of  Bankruptcy. 

'^  Re  Baumann  and  Barrett. 
"Dear  Sir, 

''  We  regret  to  find  that  your  man  has  allowed  the 
business  of  the  Institution  to  be  continued.  We  have 
not  been  authorized  to  allow  this,  and  have  given  no 
authority  for  it,  and  cannot  suffer  the  petitioning  creditor 
to  be  made  answerable  for  it  in  any  way.  The  money  the 
printers'  foreman  has  received  has  been  received  im- 
properly, and  the  parties  will  have  to  pay  it  again. 

"  Yours  truly, 

"  Lawrence,  Plews  and  Boyer" 

The  Defendant  having  been  chosen  trade  assignee  on 
the  19th  April,  as  above  stated,  Messrs.  Lawrence,  Plews 
and  Bayer  still  continued  to  act  as  his  solicitors,  and  on 
the  21st  April,  1859,  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  as  follows: — 

''  Re  Baumann  and  Barrett, 
"  Dear  Sir, 

''At  a  meeting  held  at  the  official  assignees'  this  morn- 
ing, it  was  decided  not  to  interfere  with  Messrs.  Roberts  and 
Roby,  but  to  allow  them  to  sell  and  remove  anything  they 
please  at  their  peril,  a  correct  account  of  all  goods  removed 
or  sold  by  them,  with  the  prices,  if  sold  by  auction,  being 
kept  by  your  man  on  the  premises ;  and  also  that,  with  the 
exception  of  your  man  or  men,  no  person  on  the  premises 
be  taken  into  the  employ  of  the  assignees ;  and  that  no 
business  of  any  description  be  allowed  to  be  carried  on 
there.  Will  you  do  us  the  favour  to  instruct  your  man 
accordingly.  Yours,"  &c. 


V. 

Hoax. 
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1866.  On  the  20th  May,  1859,  (he  solicitors  of  the  Defendant 

8TUBB8       wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  as  follows : — 

^®*''*  "  lU  Batmann  and  Barrett. 

"  Dear  Sir, 

'^  Have  Messrs.  Roberts  and  Roby  cleared  the  premises  ? 

lliey  stated  they  intended  to  do  so.     If  they  have  cleared 

away  everything,  or  if  tliey  stated  to  you  they  intended 

to  do  so,  it  will  be  useless  to  remain  in  possession  longer. 

Yours,"  &c. 

Upon  receiving  that  letter  the  Plaintiff  directed  his  man 
to  quit  possession  and  return  to  the  Court,  which  he 
accordingly  did. 

The  above  facts  having  been  proved,  the  learned  Com- 
mon Serjeant  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
Plaintiff,  it  being  arranged  that,  in  case  he  should  be  of 
opinion,  after  referring  to  Stubbs  v.  Twynam  (a),  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  a  nonsuit  should  be 
entered ;  and  at  the  sitting  of  the  Court  on  the  8th  June, 
1865,  he  directed  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered,  with  leave  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  move  that  the  nonsuit  should  be  set  aside, 
and  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  for  12/.  I5s.  9d.  or 
23/.  4s.  8e/.,  as  the  Court  should  direct,  upon  the  ground 
that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  Defendant's 
liability. 

In  this  Term,  Henry  James  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

A.  Z.  Smith  now  showed  cause. — The  nonsuit  was 
right. — Stubbs  v.  Twynam  (a)  decides  that  the  trade 
assignee  is  not  personally  liable  to  the  messenger  for 
work  done  in  his  time,  unless  there  is  either  an  express 
contract  or  an  express  employment  of  the  messenger 
by  the  trade  assignee;  and  lirle^  C.  J.,  at  p.  725  of 
the  report,  states  that  the  marginal  note  in  Hamber  v. 

(a)  7  C.  B..  ^.  S.  719. 
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Hall  (a),  to  the  effect  that  in  the  absence  of  an  express       1865. 
contract  the  trade  assignee  of  a  petitioner  under  the  In-       stubbs 
solvent  Debtors  Acts  is  not  liable  personally  for  the  mes-       horn 
8enger*8  fees  and  expenses,  goes  beyond  the  judgment 
It  was  upon  reference  to  Stubbs  v.  Twynam{b)  and  Hamber 
T.  Hall  (a)  that  the  nonsuit  was  entered.    The  messenger 
here  seeks  to  recover  from  the  Defendant,  who  was  peti- 
tioning creditor,  and  subsequently  trade  assignee,  two  dis- 
tinct gums  for  services  rendered  in  respect  of  the  bank- 
rapt*s  estate.    The  Defendant  was  chosen  trade  assignee 
on  the  19th  Aprils  and  the  first  item  of  12/.  15^.  9c/.  is 
claimed  against  him  as  petitioning  creditor,  for  services 
rendered  up  to  that  date.    The  second  item  of  10/.  85. 1  \d. 
is  claimed  for  work  subsequently  done  whilst  the  Defendant 
was  trade  assignee.    In  the  absence  of  an  express  contract, 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  either  of  those  sums. 
The  solicitors  of  the  Defendant,  before  he  became  trade  as- 
ngnee,  informed  the  Plaintiff  where  the  bankrupt's  estate 
was  situated  :  it  was  the  Plaintiff's  duty,  as  officer  of  the 
Court,  upon  receiving  that  information  to  collect  the  estate ; 
and  what  was  done  by  the  Defendant,  through  his  solicitor, 
border  to  facilitate  the  performance  of  the  Plaintiff's  duty, 
is  no  evidence  of  a  conti*act  to  pay  him.     [Byles,  J.,  How 
do  you  get  over  Burwood  v.  Felton{c)l     Abbott,  C.  J., 
there  says,  p.  44,  ^'  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  an  assignee  is 
not  liable  by  law  to  the  messenger,  in  respect  of  fees  due  to 
him  antecedent  to  the  choice  of  the  assignee.     But  the 
petitioning  creditor  is  personally  liable  for  such  fees,  and 
the  statute  points  out  the  mode  in  which  his  expenses  are 
to  be  paid."]     That  case  was  decided  in  1824,  long  before 
Stat   1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  by  sect  22  of  which  official 
assignees  were  first  appointed,  and  under  section  25  the 
bankrupt's  personal  estate  forthwith,  after  adjudication,  was 

(a)  10  C.  B.  780.  (f)  3  B.  4-  C.  43. 

{b)  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  719. 
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1865,       absolutely  transferred  to  them  by  virtue  of  their  appoint- 
Stubbb       ment  without  any  deed  of  conveyance.  On  the  25th  March, 
Ho^RN.       therefore,  all  the  bankrupt's  effects  vested  in  the  official 
assignee,  and  not  in  the  petitioning  creditor.     In  Hamber 
V.  Hall  (a) 9  Jerins,  C.  J.,  says,  p.  798,  "The  trade  as- 
signee does  not  receive  anything :  all  is  received  by  the 
official  assignee.    The  former,  therefore,  if  liable  for  the 
charges  in  question  merely  because  he  is  assignee  would 
have  no  fund  out  of  which  to  reimburse  himself."    There- 
fore, since  the  funds,  as  the  law  now  stands,  are  vested 
in  the  official  assignee,  neither  the  petitioning  creditor  nor 
the  trade  assignee  ought  to  be  held  liable  without  evidence 
of  an  express  contract   [Bt/les,  J.  The  petitioning  creditor 
has  been  made  liable  in  many  cases.]     They  were  before 
Stat  1  &2  WilL  4,  c.  5G.     In  Stubbs  v.  Twynam  (6),  it  waa 
expressly  admitted  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  that  the 
messenger  had  acted  under  their  directions  as  trade  as- 
signees.   On  the  other  side  it  will  be  said,  that  under  stat. 
12  &  13  VicL  c.  106, «.  1 14,  which  enacts,  '^  that  the  petition- 
ing creditor  shall  at  his  own  costs  file  and  prosecute  his 
petition  until  the  choice  of  assignees  by  the  creditors,  and 
the  Court  shall,  at  or  after  the  sitting  for  such  choice,  make 
order  for  the  payment  thereof  out  of  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt," the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  first  item.   But 
the  words  *'  file  and  prosecute"  point  particularly  to  the 
filing  and  prosecution  of  the  petition ;  and  the  costs  for 
which  the  petitioning  creditor  is  there  made  liable  are  to  be 
understood  as  incidental  thereto  in  the  limited  sense,  and 
not  as  including  the  costs  of  collecting  and  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  estate.     The  rules  made  pursuant  to  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.    106,   point   out    how    the   messenger  is   to  be 
paid,  and  the  Plaintiflf  ought  to  have  gone  to  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  which  has  a  proper  machinery  for  paying  him 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 

(fl)  lOC.B.  780.  {b)  7  C.  JB.,  N.  5.719. 


Horn. 
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H.  Jame$,  io  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called  on.  1865. 

Stubbs 

Eblb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  „)[; 
made  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  for  the 
fees  and  charges  incurred  by  him  as  messenger  of  the 
Cmxi  of  Bankruptcy,  both*  before  and  after  the  time  when 
the  Defendant  was  appointed  trade  assignee.  The  petition* 
iog  creditor  is  liable  for  the  costs  of  filing  and  prosecuting 
his  petition  until  the  choice  of  assignees;  and  the  most 
important  of  the  acts  that  are  necessarily  and  usually  per* 
formed  thereunder  is  the  collection  of  the  estate  from  which 
a  dividend  may  be  expected  to  arise.  He  is  the  principal 
person  who  sets  the  legal  process  in  motion,  and  im- 
mediately upon  the  seizure  he  is  the  person  to  pay  the 
messenger.  The  1 14th  sect,  of  12  i  13  Vict,  c,  106,  enacts 
that  the  **  petitioning  creditor  shall  at  his  own  costs  file  and 
prosecute  his  petition,"  and,  I  take  it,  that  tinder  those 
words  the  Defendant  is  liable  for  the  first  portion  of  the 
present  claim.  In  Burwood  v.  Felton  (a),  it  was  laid  down 
in  1824  that  the  petitioning  creditor  was  personally  liable 
for  such  fees,  and  he  has  been  constantly  held  liable  for 
them;  it  is  right  that,  without  any  express  contract,  he 
should  be  so  liable,  for  it  is  he  who  sets  the  law  in  motion, 
of  his  own  will  and  probably  for  his  own  interest.  So  far 
the  law  is  clear. 

As  to  the  remaining  part  of  the  claim  : — After  the  choice 
of  assignees,  the  trade  assignee  is  liable  if  there  is  any- 
thing to  show  that  the  messenger  has  acted  under  his 
express  directions,  or  from  which  an  express  employment 
hy  him  may  be  legitimately  inferred.  The  letters  addressed 
to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defendant's  attorneys  show  a  direct 
interference  by  the  Defendant  after  he  became  trade 
assignee,  and  Stubbs  v.  Twynam  (b)  is  a  distinct  authority, 
that  such  evidence  as  this  is  sufficient  to  render  a  trade 
assignee  liable. 

(o)  3  B.  4"  C.  43.  (b)  7  C.  B.,  ^.  S.  719. 
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.    1866*  WiLLBSy  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  in  support 

Stubbb       of  what  has  already  been  said  with  reference  to  the  liabilily 

Horn.        of  the  petitioning  creditor,  I  will  refer  to  sect  108  of  12  &  13 

Vici.  c.  106,  which  strongly  confirms  what  has  been  said 

by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  with  respect  to  the  intention  of 

the   legislature  having  been  that,   without    any  expresd 

.  contract,  the    petitioning  creditor  should  be  personally 

responsible.     As  to  the  trade  assignee  being  liable,  the  law 

is  as  stated  in  Stubbs  v.  Ttcynam  (a),  and,  in  this  case,  I 

think  that  there  is  evidence  of  a  direct  interference  on  his 

part  from  which  a  contract  to  pay  the  amount  claimed  may 

be  implied. 

Bylbs,  J.  I  think  sect.  114  shows  that  the  defendant, 
as  petitioning  creditor,  is  liable  in  respect  of  the  first  portion 
of  the  Plamtiff's  claim.  He  institutes  the  proceedings,  gets 
the  warrant,  and  sets  the  law  in  motion.  He  is,  therefore, 
the  proper  party  to  pay  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  repaid 
when  the  proper  time  arrives.  Upon  the  other  point  I  agree 
with  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  for  the  reasons 
already  stated. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  the   verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff  for  both  sums. 

(fl)  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  719. 
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Robinson  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 

Company.  J^''''i^''K:. 

November  28. 

I  It  was  the  practice  of  the  Defendants,  a  railway  company,  to  book  through  Railway  Com" 
from  Shipton  to  Manchetter,  and  horses  so  booked  would  be  conveyed  to  pi,|,», 
the  BauA6«ry  Junction,  near  Wolverhampton^  and  be  carried  on  by  Lomlon  jiailway  and 
and  North"  Wettem  trains  to  Manchetter ;  but  horses  booked  simply  from  Canal  Traffic 
Shiptom  to  Wolverhampton  would  be  conveyed  to  the  H.  station  in  Wolver-  ^^^^  \SS^  \J  jl 
hmmpUm*   In  a  conversation  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  station-master  ]g  *yic^^  c.  81 
of  the  Defendants  at  ^Aipfon,  with  reference  to  the  forwarding  of  twelve  ^7^       '    '      ' 
horses  of  the  Plaintiff  from  that  station  to  Manchester  by  goods  train,  the  ii^Mowaft/e  eon- 
station-master  told  the  Plaintiff  that  he  had  not  a  through  rate  to  Man-  |/|/|*o^ 

-     cluster  !  but  that  he  would  telegraph  to  Wolverhampton  for  the  horses  to  be  j)fiQu 

forwarded  as  soon  as  a  certain  express  train  of  the  London  and  North-  p^roi  ewUmmt 
Wettem  Railway  from  London  to  Birmingham  came  in,  and  that  they  f^  explain  isrtf- 
would  arrive  at  Manchetter  at  a  time  named.     In  accordance  with  the  ^^^  Contract, 
station-master's  directions  the  Plaintiff  took  the  horses  to  the  Shipton  E^id^^ce. 
Station  and  saw  them  loaded,  paid  the  fare  to  Wolverhampton  and  signed 
a  eontract  for  their  carriage  from  Shipton  to  Wolverhampton ^  and  a  de- 
claration by  which,  in  consideration  of  the  rate  charged  for  conveyance 
by  wagons  (which  the  Plaintiff  knew  was  much  less  than  that  charged 
wt  the  conveyance  of  horses  by  passenger  trains),  he  agreed  that  the 
horses  were  to  be  carried  "entirely  at  the  owner* t  risk.**     The  horses 
were  taken  to  the  H,  Station,  and  not,  until  long  afterwards,  to  the 
Bathbury  Junction,  and,  if  Wolverhampton  in  the  written  contract  meant 
the  Buthbury  Junction,  it  was  clear  that  they  had  not  been  delivered 
within  a  reasonable  time.     In  an  action  against  the  Defendants  as 
common  carriers : — 

Held,  1.  That  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  *'  Wolver- 
hampton'*  in  the  contract  meant  the  Buthbury  Junction. 

2.  That  as  the  Defendants  gave  their  customers  the  option  of  two 

modes  of  conveyance  for  horses,  the  one  by  passenger  trains, 
attended  with  great  responsibility  to  themselves,  and  at  a  higher 
rate  than  that  charged  for  the  conveyance  by  goods  train,  the 
condition  in  the  contract  as  to  risk  was  reasonable. 

3.  That  the  condition  applied  to  risk  in  respect  of  injuries  to  the 

horses  from  accidents  whilst  on  their  journey,  and  did  not 
exempt  the  Defendants  from  liability  for  neglecting  to  deliver 
within  a  reasonable  time. 
2.  In  a  conversation  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants'  station  master 
at  Manchetter  the  Plaintiff  told  him  that  six  other  horses  which  the 
Plaintiff  wanted  to  have  forwarded  to  Manchetter  from  Shipton  would  be 
delivered  at  Shipton  on  the  following  day,  Tuesdayy  to  be  forwarded  on 
that  day  and  named  the  time  by  which  he  wanted  to  have  them  in 
Manchetter ;  and  the  station-master  promised  that  he  would  telegraph 
for  them  to  be  booked  through  and  that  they  should  arrive  in  time.   On 
the  next  day  they  had  not  arrived  and  the  station-master  told  the  Plain- 
tiff that  he  was  sorry  for  it,  and  that  he  was  not  to  trouble  himself  more 
about  them.     They  arrived  at  Manchetter  on  Thursday  in  a  state  of  ex- 
haustion.    It  did  not  appear  at  what  time  they  had  been  delivered  at 
Sldptcnt  and  though  there  was  a  written  contract  it  was  not  produced 
by  the  Plaintiff.     Held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of 
any  contract  with  the  Defendants  for  the  carriage. 

rpHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the 
-*"  Defendants  as  common  carriers  for  not  delivering 
homes  within  a  reasonable  time. 
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1865.  The  declaration  contained  two  counts,  in  each  of  which 

Robinson     it  was  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  delivered  the  horses  to  the 

Great  West-  Defendants  to  be  carried  from  Shipton  to  Manchester  and 

AIL.    o.  ^jjgj.g  delivered,  and  the  only  difference  in  the  counts  was 

that   the  first  count  was  for  the  non-delivery  of  twelve 

horses,  and  the  second  count  for  the  non-delivery  of  six. 

The  Defendants  pleaded :  first,  a  denial  of  the  promises 
alleged;  and,  secondly,  that  they  did  safely  and  with  due 
care  carry  and  deliver  the  goods  within  a  reasonable  time. 

At  the  trial  before  Bramwell,  B.,  at  the  Manchester 
Summer  Assizes,  1865,  the  facts  which  appeared  in  evi- 
dence were  as  follows : — 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  horsedealer  at  Mancliester^  and  on 
Friday y  the  26th  August ^  1864,  went  to  one  Wainwrightf 
the  station-master  at  the  Shipton  Station,  in  order  to  arrange 
about  forwarding  twelve  horses  from  that  station  to  ilfan- 
chester  by  luggage  train.  The  Shipton  Station  is  on  the 
West  Midland  Railway,  which  is  amalgamated  with  the 
Great  Western  Railway,  and  runs  into  the  London  and 
North-Western  Railway  at  a  place  called  Bushbury  Junc- 
tion, about  a  mile  from  Wolverhampton.  Under  a  working 
agreement  with  the  London  and  North-Western  Railway, 
the  Defendants  are  enabled  to  book  through  from  Shipton 
to  Manchester,  and  it  is  their  common  practice  so  to  do ; 
and  horses  or  cattle  so  booked  would  be  taken  to  the 
Bushbury  Junction,  and  so  go  on  to  Manchester,  and  until 
their  delivery  there  the  responsibility  of  the  Defendants 
would  continue.  There  is,  however,  a  station  belonging  to 
the  Defendants  at  Wolverhampton,  called  the  Herbert 
Street  Station,  and  horses  or  cattle  booked  simply  from 
Shipton  to  Wolverhampton  would  be  taken  to  the  Herbert 
Street  Station,  and,  upon  delivery  there,  the  Defendants 
would  cease  to  be  further  responsible. 

In  answer  to  the  Plaintiff's  inquiries,  Wainwright  told 
him  that  he  had  not  a  through  rate  to  Manchester,  but 
that  the  Defendants  had  running  powers  over  the  London 
and  North'  Western  Railway,  and  that  he  would  telegraph 
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to  Wolverhampton  for  the  horses  to  be  forwarded  as  soon        1865. 
as  a  certain  express  goods  train  of  the  London  and  North-     Robinson 
Western  Railway  from  London  to  Birmingham  came  in ;  great  West- 
that  the  horses  must  be  at  the  Shipton  Station  between  ern  Rail.  Co. 
seven  and  eight  o'clock  on  the  following  morning,  and  that 
they  would  arrive  in  Manchester  between  three  and  four 
o'clock  on  Sunday  morning. 

The  Plaintiff,  accordingly,  on  Saturday  the  27th  August 
took  the  twelve  horses  to  the  Shipton  Station  at  the  time 
named  by  Wainwrighf,  and  saw  him  load  them;  paid 
&L  14s.  for  the  carriage  to  Wolverhampton ;  and  signed  the 
declaration  contained  in  a  ticket,  of  which  the  following,  so 
far  as  is  material  to  this  case,  is  a  copy : — 

"  WEST  MIDLAND  RAILWAY. 

CATTLE   DBPARTMENT. 


No. 
of 

c 

c 
m 
a 

12 

Oeterip- 
Uon. 

1 

9 

m 

Amount. 
£  *.    d. 

Declared 

Value. 

Innurance 

at  5  per 

cent. 

Total 
paid. 

Jugust  27, 1864. 

l^&me^Rohinson. 
Address — Manchester, 
From — Shipton, 
To—  Wolverhampton, 

J.  Wainwrightt 
Clerk. 

4,337 
1.097 

Hones. 

£   s.    d. 
5  H    0 

Two  drovers  free." 

On  the  back  was  printed  the  following : — 

''  Declaration  to  be  signed  when  horses  are  conveyed  in 
wagons. 

**  I  hereby  declare  that  the  value  of  the  horses  this  day 
delivered  by  me  to  the  West  Midland  Railway  Company 
for  conveyance  in  cattle  wagons  by  luggage  trains  does 
not  exceed  10^  per  horse;  and,  in  consideration  of  the  rate 
charged  for  the  conveyance  of  such  horses,  I  hereby  agree 
that  the  same  are  to  be  carried  entirely  at  the  owner^s  risk. 

"  Signed  James  Robinson,  Owner. 
"Witness  Wainright. 

'' August  27th,  1864:' 
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1865.  When  the  Plaintiff  signed  the  above  declaration  he  was 

Robinson  aware  that  the  charge  for  sending  cattle  and  horses  by  the 
Great'  West-  '"SS^®  trains  was  considerably  less  than  that  for  sending 
ERN  Rail.  Co.  them  by  passenger  trains.  The  Plaintiff  neither  accom- 
panied the  horses  himself  nor  sent  any  one  with  them,  but 
travelled  from  Shipton  to  the  Heibert  Street  Station  by  a 
passenger  train  which  left  before  that  by  which  the  horses 
were  to  start.  At  the  Herbert  Street  Station  he  showed 
his  pass  to  the  station-master  there,  and,  as  it  seemed,  was 
not  charged  for  his  own  conveyance.  He  then  went  to  the 
nearest  station  of  the  London  and  North-Western  Railway 
and  paid  the  additional  fare  for  the  carriage  of  the  horses 
on  to  Manchester^  signed  a  contract  with  that  company,  and 
then  went  back  again  to  the  Herbert  Street  Station  and 
showed  the  station-master  there  the  contract  he  had  signed 
at  the  North'  Western  Station,  and  then  went  on  to  Man- 
Chester.  On  the  same  evening  between  six  and  eight 
o'clock  the  station-master  at  the  Herbert  Street  Station 
went  to  the  superintendent  of  the  London  and  North- 
Western  Railway  at  the  Bushbury  Junction  and  informed 
him  that  he  was  expecting  two  loads  of  horses  to  arrive 
there,  which  he  wished  him  to  forward  to  Manchester^  and 
was  told  by  the  superintendent  that  he  would  forward  them 
by  the  goods  train  that  night  if  they  arrived  in  time. 

It  ultimately  appeared  that  the  wagons  in  which  the 
horses  left  Shipton  were  labelled  **  Shipton  to  Wolver- 
hampton/'  and  that  they  were  taken  to  the  Herbert  Street 
Station  and  remained  there  till  inquiries  were  made  for 
them ;  that  they  were  then  sent  to  the  Bushbury  Junction, 
but  did  not  reach  that  place  till  half-past  eleven  on  the 
night  of  Sunday  the  28th ;  and  it  was  clear  that  if  under 
their  contract  with  the  Plaintiff  the  Defendants  were  bound 
to  have  delivered  within  a  reasonable  time  at  the  Bushbury 
Junction,  there  had  been  an  improper  delay  of  twenty-four 
hours.  Upon  their  ultimate  arrival  at  Manchester  at  about 
ten  o'clock  a.m.  on  Monday  the  29th,  the  horses  were 
found  to  be  exhausted  and  injured  by  that  delay. 
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On  the  Monday  morning  after  the  arrival  of  the  horses       1865, 
fte  Plaintiff  had  an  interview  with  the  station-master  of  the     Robinson 
Defendants  at  Jfonc/t^^l^y  and  in  the  course  of  conversation  Great  West. 
with  reference  to  the  injury  the  horses  had  suffered,  the 
manager  said  he  was  surprised  that  they  had  not  been 
booked  through,  and  that  if  they  had  not  a  through  rate  at 
SidpUm  they  ought  to  have  telegraphed  for  it  and  it  would 
bave  been  sent  immediately. 

With  regard  to  the  six  horses,  the  Plaintiff  at  the  last* 
mentioned  interview  told  the  station-master  that  shr  other 
horses  of  the  Plaintiff*s,  which  he  wanted  to  have  forwarded 
to  him  from  Shipton  to  Manchester^  would  be  delivered  at 
the  station  at  Shipton  on  the  following  morning ;  that  he 
wanted  them  to  be  sent  off  on  the  Tuesday ,  and  named  the 
time  by  which  he  wanted  to  have  them  in  Manchester^  and 
nid  that  if  they  could  not  come  in  time  he  would  not  have 
them  sent  that  way.  The  station-master  thereupon  pro- 
mised to  telegraph  to  have  them  properly  loaded  and 
booked  through,  and  said  that  he  would  guarantee  that 
they  should  come  in  time  on  the  day  following.  It 
did  not  appear,  however,  that  any  precise  time  for  their 
delivery  at  Manchester  was  mentioned.  Moreover,  al- 
though there  was  a  written  contract  it  was  not  produced 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  there  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to 
the  time  at  which  they  had  been  delivered  to  the  De- 
fendants at  Shipton.  On  Wednesday  at  four  in  the  after- 
noon the  Plaintiff  told  the  station-master  at  Manc/iester 
that  they  had  not  arrived,  and  that  his  man  had  been  at  the 
station  waiting  for  them  most  of  the  night  and  all  day. 
The  station-master  said  he  was  very  sorry  and  told  the 
Plaintiff  not  to  trouble  himself  more  about  them,  and  that 
be,  the  station-master,  would  send  to  him  when  they  arrived. 
They  arrived  on  the  following  day,  Thursday,  at  ten  a.m. 
much  exhausted  and  injured. 

Upon  the  production  of  the  written  contract  relating  to 
the  twelve  horses  the  learned  Judge  directed  the  first  count 
VOL.  I. — c.  p.  I 
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1866.       to  be  amended  by  the  substitution  of  "  Woherhampt(m" 
Robinson     instead  of  '*  Manchester  J' 
Grea/west-      '^^^  J"''y  ^^^^^  *  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  90/. 
.  ERN  Rail.  Co.  damages,  being  at  the  rate  of  6Z.  for  each  of  the  eighteen 

horses ;  and  leave  was  given  to  the  Defendants  to  move  as 
mentioned  in  the  following  rule. 

On  the  6th  November ^  Pickering  obtained  a  rule  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  Defendants  on  the  first  count,  and  to  re- 
duce the  damages  by  the  sum  of  60Z.  accordingly,  on  the 
groundHhat  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  breach  of  the 
contract,  or  of  any  negligence  by  the  Defendants  to  deliver 
the  horses  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  on  the  ground  that 
by  the  condition  in  the  contract  the  Defendants  were  ex* 
empted  from  the  liability  complained  of;  and  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  Defendants  on  the  second  count,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  contract  for  the 
conveyance  of  the  six  horses  in  that  count  mentioned,  nor 
any  evidence  of  any  breach  of  that  contract  or  of  any  neg- 
ligence by  them ;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

E.  James  and  R,  O.  Williams  now  showed  cause. — 
The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  the  verdict.  First. 
With  regard  to  the  first  count.  As  amended  at  the  trial  it 
states  a  contract  to  carry  the  twelve  horses  from  Shipton  to 
Wolverhampton,  and  there  deliver  them  to  the  Plaintiff 
within  a  reasonable  time.  The  evidence  shows  that  by 
Wolverhampton  the  parties  intended  the  Bushbury  June* 
tion,  and  that,  whereas  the  animals  ought  to  have  been  deli- 
vered at  the  Bushbury  Junction,  whence  they  would  have 
been  forwarded  to  MancJiester,  so  as  to  have  arrived  there 
between  three  and  four  o'clock,  they  were  by  mistake  sent 
to  the  Herbert  Street  Station,  and  that  by  the  delay  at  that 
station  they  were  damaged.  The  declaration  signed  by  the 
Plaintiff  that  the  horses  were  to  be  "  carried  entirely  at  the 
owner's  risk"  does  not  exempt  the  Defendants  from  respon- 
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ability  fi^r  damage  occasioned  by  delay*     In  the  absence        1865» 
of  ezpreaa  words  having  reference  to  delay,  the  risk  men-      Robinson 
tiooed  is  to  be  understood  as  meaning  risk  of  injury  from   gebat  Wbst* 
aoddeots  daring  the  transit  and  whilst  travelling  on  the  ■•"  ^''•*  ^®* 
fine,  and  not  injuries  from  neglect  to  deliver  within  a  rea<^ 
•onable  time. 

But  assuming  that  the  contract  does  extend  to  delay, 
such  a  stipulation  is  unreasonable,  and  not  binding  on  the 
Plaintiff.     A  condition  exempting  a  railway  company  from 
liability  for  injury  however  caused  is  unreasonable  and  void 
within  the  RaUway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854,  17  &  18 
Vict.  e.  31,  8. 7 :  Peek  v.  The  North  Staffordshire  Railway 
Campamf{a).    It  may  be  said  that  where  a  railway  com- 
pany carries  cattle  by  merchandise  trains  at  a  lower  rate 
than  by  passenger  train,  such  a  stipulation  is  reasonable, 
and  M*Cance  v.  The  London  and  North-Western  Rail- 
tray  Company  (&),  in  which  the  form  of  declaration  on  the 
contract  was  the  same  as  here,  may  be  relied  on.     But  in 
that  case  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  give  a  de- 
cision upon  the  question  of  reasonableness ;  and  Bram" 
u>eU,  B.,  at  p.  488—4^9,  after  referring  to  M^Manus  v.  The 
Ijancashire and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company {c)^  says,  "It 
seems  to  me  that  if  the  7th  sect,  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  31, 
be  carefully  examined,  it  will  be  found  that,  in  truth,  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  say  that  it  is  by  virtue  of  any  propo- 
sition of  law  that  such  a  condition  is  held  unreasonable,— > 
it  is  so  held  not  as  a  matter  of  law,  but  of  fact,  with  re- 
ference to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.      However, 
I  consider  myself  bound  by  the  case  of  M*Manus  v.  The 
Jjoncashire   and  Yorkshire  Railway   Company,  and  will 
therefore  assume  that  the  latter  part  of  the  statement,  that 
the  horses  are  to  be  '  carried  entirely  at  the  owner's  risk,' 
is  an  unreasonable  condition."     In  Allday  v.  The  Great 

(fl)  \0  H.L,  Cat,  473,  688 ;  32  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  241. 
(6)  7  H.  ^  H.  477.  (c)  4  H.  4*  N.  327. 
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1865.        Western  Railway  Company  (a),  the  Defendants  were  held 

Robinson     responsible  for  unreasonable  delay  in  the  conveyance  of 

G  E  t'w     -  ^^^^^^  beasts  caused  by  over-carriage,  notwithstanding  a 

BRN  Rail.  Co.  condition  in  the  consignment  note  that  they  should  not  be 

''amenable  for  any  consequences  arising  from  detention 
or  delay  in  or  in  relation  to  the  conveying  or  delivery  of 
the  said  animals  however  caused.'*  Aldridge  v.  The  Great 
Western  Railway  Company  Q>)  is  distinguishable  from  the 
present  case.  There  the  company  were  held  exempt  from 
liability  under  a  condition  that  they  should  not  be  answer- 
able for  loss  or  detention  in  respect  of  goods  destined  for 
places  beyond  the  limits  of  the  company. 

Secondly,  with  respect  to  the  six  horses,  what  took  place 
at  Manchester  is  evidence  of  the  contract  and  breach  com* 
plained  of. 

Pickering  and  Crompton,  in  support  of  the  rule.— 
First,  with  reference  to  the  contract  relating  to  the  twelve 
horses,  the  grievance  complained  of  is  that  they  were  taken 
to  the  Herbert  Street  Station  instead  of  to  the  Bushbvry 
Junction.  But  the  contract  was  to  deliver  them  at  i/ier- 
bert  Street,  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  "  Wol* 
verhampton*'  in  the  contract  meant  the  Bushbury  Junction. 
Upon  the  face  of  the  contract  Wolverhampton  is  the  place 
mentioned  for  delivery,  and  the  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  lived 
at  Manchester  was  no  evidence  against  the  Defendants  that 
the  horses  were  to  be  taken  there.  The  only  evidence  is 
the  conversation  on  Friday  the  26th  August,  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  station-master  at  Shipton,  but  that  is  not 
sufficient  to  prove  any  contract :  Hurst  v.  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  (c).  [  Willes,  J.  The  Plaintiff  brought 
the  horses  to  Shipton,  trusting  to  the  assurance  of  the 
station-master  that  he  would   telegraph  to   Wolverhamp^ 

(a)  5  B.^S.  903 ;  34  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  5. 

(6)  15  C.  K,  N,  S.  582.  (c)  19  C.  B.,  N.  S.  310. 
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tan  for  them  to  be  forwarded  from  the  Bushbury  June-        1865. 
tion  as  soon  as  the  express  goods  train  came  in.    The  sta-     robinson 
tion-master  makes  a  contract  that  they  shall  be  sent  on  to  great"  West- 
Bushbury,  and  forgets  it.]  b»n  Rail.  Co. 

With  regard  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  condition  the 
surroanding  circumstances  are  to  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation, and  where  an  alternative  is  given  to  a  consignor 
to  send  by  passenger  train  or  by  luggage  train  at  a  much 
cheaper  jmie,  such  a  stipulation  as  the  present  is  reason- 
able. Its  reasonableness  is  recognized  in  Peek  v.  North 
Staffordshire  Railway  Company  (a).  In  Allday  y.  The 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  (b),  the  cattle  were  car- 
ried beyond  the  station  for  which  they  had  been  booked, 
and  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  special  contract  by 
charging  the  Plaintiff  a  smaller  rate,  or  anything  of  the 
kind.  At  p.  6  of  the  report  in  34  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B., 
Cockbum^  C.  J.,  says,  "  They  talk  of  reduced  rates,  but 
there  is  no  proof  that  they  charged  the  Plaintiff  anything 
less  than  the  ordinary  rates  of  charge.  It  might,  perhaps, 
be  reasonable  if  they  had  given  the  Plaintiff  the  choice  of 
two  classes  of  rates,  and  had  made  a  special  contract  limit- 
ing their  liability  in  consideration  of  the  lesser  rate  being 
charged."  It  is  for  the  Court  to  say  upon  the  whole  mat- 
ter brought  before  them  whether  or  not  such  a  condition 
is  reasonable :  Simons  v.  Tlie  Great  Western  Railway 
Company  (c),  A  condition  that  the  Electric  Telegraph 
Company  would  not  be  responsible  for  mistakes  in  the 
transmission  of  unrepeated  messages,  from  whatever  cause 
they  might  arise,  was  held  reasonable,  within  the  66th  sec- 
tion of  their  Act,  in  M* Andrew  v.  The  Electric  Telegraph 
Company  {d).  M^Cance  v.  The  London  and  North-West- 
ern Railway  Company  (e)  was  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  of  the  present  case,  and  he 

(a)  10  H.  L.  Cat.  473  ;  32  X.  J.,  N.  S.  241. 

(6)  5  B.  4  S.  903  ;  34  L.  J.,  N.  5.,  Q.  B.  5. 

(c)  18  C.  B.  805.  ((/)  17  C.  B.  3.  (e)  7  H.  4-  N.  477. 
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1865,        pointed  out  that  ia  that  case  there  was  no  alternative  choice 

Robinson     of  rates  as  there  is  here.     The  Plaintiff  ought  to   have 

Great'Vest-  contemplated  the   probability  of  a  luggage  train  being 

BRN  Rail.  Co.  shunted  and  delayed,  and  if  he  had  gone  with  the  horses, 

which  he  might  have  done,  no  cause  for  complaint  would 
have  occurred. 

Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  six  horses  there  is  not  a 
particle  of  evidence  of  any  contract.  The  only  evidence  is 
the  conversation  that  took  place  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  manager  at  Manchester  on  Monday  the  29th  August^ 
and  the  fact  that  the  horses  when  they  arrived  showed 
symptoms  of  exhaustion.  The  manager  promised  to  tele- 
graph for  the  horses  to  be  properly  loaded  and  booked 
through ;  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  at  what  time  they 
were  brought  to  or  started  from  Shipton,  or  the  terms  upon 
which  they  were  to  be  carried  or  the  cause  of  the  delay; 
and,  though  there  was  a  written  contract  in  existence,  it 
was  not  produced. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  first  count  and  the  reduction  of  the  damages 
given  in  respect  of  the  twelve  horses,  should  be  dis- 
charged. No  doubt  there  is  very  great  force  in  much  that 
has  been  urged  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  contract ;  namely,  that  "  Wolverhampton'*  is 
to  be  construed  to  mean  the  Herbert  Street  Station,  unless 
there  is  very  specific  evidence  that  it  does  not  mean  that 
station.  It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  there  was  some 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  it  meant  the  Buahbury 
Junction,  and  the  matter  was  left  to  them.  The  force  of 
the  argument  for  the  Defendants  has  been  rather  that  the 
verdict  was  against  evidence.  But  the  learned  Judge  who 
tried  the  cause  is  not  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict  on  the 
first  count,  and  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Defendants  to  ha^e  a  new  trial  upon  that  ground. 

With  regard  to  the  stipulation  in  the  contract  that  the 
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horses  were  to  be  carried  entirely  at  the  owner's  risk,  I  1865. 
think  that  this  case  is  free  from  tlie  decision  in  the  case  in  Robin»on 
the  House  of  Lords.  The  question  is  whether  such  a  queat^Weit. 
proyisioD  is  reasonable ;  and  the  noble  lords  who  decided  b^^  Rail.  Co. 
Peek  V.  The  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company  {a) 
recognized^  as  I  conceive,  the  doctrine  that  if  a  railway 
company  gives  the  option  to  its  customers  of  two  modes  of 
conveyance,  one  by  which  they  undertake  great  responsi- 
bility by  means  of  passenger  trains  and  horse  boxes,  and 
another  at  a  much  cheaper  rate,  a  stipulation  that  in  the 
latter  case  the  animals  shall  be  carried  at  the  owner's  risk 
is  reasonable.  I  understand  this  contract  to  be  to  deliver 
these  horses  within  a  reasonable  time  at  the  owner's  risk, 
and  whatever  may  happen  to  them  in  going  along  the  rail- 
road is  at  the  risk  of  the  owner.  But  the  duty  of  the  De- 
fendants to  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time  is  entirely  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  arises  in  respect  of  damage  from  acci- 
dent on  the  journey.  If  a  railway  company  is  bound  by  its 
contract  to  carry  and  deliver  horses  within  a  certain  time  at 
the  owner's  risk  and  they  do  not  arrive  at  that  time,  whether 
they  are  damaged  whilst  upon  the  journey  or  not,  there  is 
a  breach  of  the  contract  for  which  the  railway  company  is 
responsible. 

With  respect  to  the  six  horses  which  are  alleged  not  to 
have  been  delivered  within  a  reasonable  time  at  Manchester, 
the  ground  relied  on  by  the  Plaintiff  is  that  because  the 
horses  somehow  or  other  got  into  a  truck  on  part  of  the 
Great  Western  Railway  and  got  out  of  the  truck  at  the 
terminus  at  Manchester^  there,  therefore,  must  have  been  a 
contract  by  the  Defendants  to  carry  them  from  where  they 
got  in  to  Manchester  within  a  reasonable  time.  But  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  received  the  animals 
on  a  written  contract,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  the 
railway  company,  of  which  Judges  may  almost  take  judi- 

(fl)  10  H.  L.  Cas.  473 ;  32  L.  J.,  N,  5.,  Q.  B.  241. 
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1865.        cial  notice^  and  that  that  contract  was  kept  back  from  the 

Robinson     jury  by  the  Plaintiflf  for  the  best  possible  reason^  because 

Orbat  West-  ^^  would  have  disproved  that  which  he  was  asking  them  to 

*RN  Rail.  Co.  infer.     I  think  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the 

jury  that  the  Defendants  were  liable  as  to  the  six  horses; 
and  as  to  that  part  of  the  rule  it  must  be  made  absolute 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants. 

WiLLBS,  J.,  and  Keating,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  as  to  the  first  count;  and,  as  to  the 
second,  made  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  Defendants. 


END  OF  MICHAELMAS  TERM  (a). 

(a)  Note.  The  report  of  the  registration  cases  is  postponed  for  the 
present,  as  the  judgments  in  several  of  them  were  not  delivered  until 
Hilary  Term. 
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EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

{O/roM    Pollock^    C.  B.,    Blackburn,    Msllob    and 
Sheb,    JJ.y    and    Bramwell,    Cuannbll    and 

PiGOTT,  BB.) 

Mallet  v.  Bateman.  November  29. 

1.  A  contract  to  give  a  guarantee  against  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  Statute  of 
of  another  is  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car,  2,  Frauit,  t.  4. 
f'  3*  Contract  to  give 

S.  The  Defendant  verhally  promised  the  Plaintiff  that  if  he  would  supply  a  guarantee, 
C  with  goods,  and  take  his  (C.*«)  acceptance  to  a  bill  at  one  month, 
and  would  indorse  it  to  the  Defendant,  he  would  discount  it  at  3/. 
per  cent  and  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  from  the  payment  thereof.  In 
an  action  for  not  discounting  the  bill  and  indemnifying  the  Plaintiff, 
Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  C.  P.,  that  this  was  a  promise  re* 
quired  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in  writing. 

rilHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Plaintiflf  under  the  provisions 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  against 
a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  making  abso- 
lute a  rule  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  and, 
instead  thereof,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant.  The 
proceedings  in  the  Court  below  will  be  found  reported,  16 
Com.  B.y  N.  S.  630. 

The  declaration  set  out  a  contract  entered  into  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  that  in  consideration  that  the 
Plaintiff  would  sell  and  deliver  certain  goods  to  one  Calvert 
which  he  had  ordered  and  contracted  to  buy  of  the  Plaintiff, 
without  the  Plaintiff  requiring  payment  in  cash  on  delivery, 
and  would  take  Calvert*s  acceptance  to  a  bill  drawn  by 
Plaintiff  at  one  month,  and  indorse  and  deliver  such  ac- 
ceptance to  the  Defendant,  and  would  permit  the  Defendant 
to  deduct  3Z.  per  cent,  from  the  amount  of  the  bill  for 
discounting  the  same  and  indemnifying  and  protecting  the 
Plaintiff,  the  Defendant  promised  that  he  would  cash  or 
discount  the  bill  and  indemnify  and  protect  the  Plaintiff 


V, 

Bateman. 
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1865.  from  the  payment  thereof.  Averment,  that  the  Plaintiflf 
Mallet  thereupon  sold  and  delivered  the  said  goods  to  Calvert 
without  requiring  payment  in  cash  on  delivery,  and  took 
from  him  his  acceptance  to  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  averment  of  conditions  precedent.  Breach, 
that  the  Defendant  had  not  cashed  and  discounted  the  bill 
and  had  not  indemnified  and  protected  the  Plaintiff  from 
the  payment  of  it. 

The  pleas  traversed  the  various  allegations  in  the  decla- 
ration. 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Sir  6r.  Honyman  subsequently  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  set  out  in  the  declaration  should  have  been  in 
writing,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  4th  section 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  That  rule  having  been  made 
absolute,  the  Plaintiff  appealed. 

Coleridge^  {Prentice  with  him,)  for  the  Plaintiff. — 
The  action  is  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  to  cash  a  bill, 
and  the  question  for  the  Court  is  whether  the  contract  on 
which  the  action  is  brought  falls  within  the  provisions 
of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  the  enact- 
ment being  that  "  No  action  shall  be  brought  upon  any 
special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default  or  mis- 
carriages of  another,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which 
such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged."  The  promise  then  in  this  case  must  be  to  answer 
for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  of  Calvert ,  for  unless 
that  be  so  this  contract  does  not  require  to  be  in  writing. 
It  is  submitted,  however,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  action 
is  not  brought  in  respect  of  any  "debt  or  default"  on 
Calvert's  part;  secondly,  that  there  was  no  "promise" 
to  answer  for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  of  Cahert, 


Batsman. 
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and,  thirdly,  that  the  present  case  is  not  within  Ihe  statute  1865. 
at  ally  inasmuch  as  the  transaction  was  no  more  than  the  Mallst 
purchase  of  a  bill.  ^Blackburn,  J.  It  may  have  been  a 
buying  of  the  bill^  but  a  buying  in  order  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  not  be  called  upon.]  There  was  no  debt  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  Defendant's  refusal  to  discount,  for  the 
parties  had  agreed  that  payment  should  be  by  bill,  and  so 
long  as  the  bill  was  running  there  was  a  suspension  of 
the  debt.  [liiackbum,  J.  Is  it  necessary  that  there 
should  be  a  ''debt?"  If  I  promise  that  at  maturity  of 
the  bill  I  will  pay,  is  not  that  within  the  statute?]  Then 
there  was  no  *'  default,"  for  Calvert  had  done  all  that  he 
was  bound  to  do.  He  was  bound  to  give  a  bill,  which 
he  did,  but  he  was  not  bound  to  pay. 

Further  here  was  no  ''promise"  to  answer  for  the  debt, 
default  or  miscarriage  of  another.  The  terms  were  not 
**  If  Calvert  do  not  pay  you,  I  will,"  nor  "  If  he  do  not 
meet  his  acceptance,  I  will  ;'*  the  liability  of  the  Defend- 
ant  arose  before  Calvert's  liability  could  be  incurred,  and 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  parties.  \_Pollock,  C.  B. 
The  Plaintiff  had  never  .extinguished  his  right  against 
the  buyer.  Blackburn,  J.  Is  not  a  promise  to  give 
a  guarantee  as  much  within  the  statute  as  a  guarantee 
itself?]  If  this  had  been  an  agreement  to  buy  the  Plain- 
tiff's bill,  still  it  would  not  be  within  the  Act.  [Pollock, 
C.  B.  I  should  think  it  would,  for  substantially  it  would 
be  a  promise  to  indemnify.]  It  is  submitted  that  a  pro- 
mise to  guarantee  is  not  within  the  statute.  This  is  not 
an  undertaking  to  answer  for  the  "debt"  or  "default" 
of  another.  The  promise  for  the  consideration  is  an 
original  promise.  The  Defendant  undertakes  to  stand  in 
the  position  of  the  vendor,  and  the  question  arises  whether 
that  amounts  to  an  indemnity  to  the  vendor.  In  one  sense 
it  does,  but  not  in  the  sense  in  which  the  words  are  used  in 
the  Act  In  Story  on  Contracts,  3rd  ed.  861,  it  is  stated 
that  ''the  statute  only  applies  to  collateral  engagements ; 
that  is,  to  engagements  upon  which  the  guarantor  is  only 
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1866.  conditionally  liable,  upon  the  default  of  some  other  person, 
Mallbt  who  is  solely  liable  originally.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  a 
£at£maii.  promise  made  before  the  delivery  of  goods  supplied  to  a  third 
party  was  an  original  undertaking,  and  not  within  the  statute, 
which  applied  only  to  promises  made  after  the  delivery  of 
goods.  But  this  distinction  is  now  exploded  as  wholly  un- 
sound; and  whether  the  promise  be  made  as  a  guarantie  of  a 
subsisting  debt,  or  in  reference  to  a  future  debt,  it  is  equally 
within  the  statute,  provided  that  the  guarantor  is  not  to  be 
looked  to  as  the  original  debtor.  But  if  the  guarantor  be 
in  any  manner  a  party  to  the  original  promise,  and  liable 
co-extensively  with  the  other  party,  in  the  first  instance,  and 
not  upon  his  default  alone,  the  statute  does  not  apply.  The 
questions  are,  to  whom  did  the  guarantee  originally  look  for 
the  primary  fulfilment  of  the  engagement?  and  if  there 
be  no  default,  who  is  the  person  solely  liable  V  Now 
Caloert  was  not  liable  on  the  primary  contract;  the  only 
person  liable  was  Bateman,  and  that  being  so,  no  writing 
was  required  and  the  Act  does  not  apply. 

Sir  G.  Honyman  {Watkin  Williams  with  him)  was  not 
called  upon. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  hear  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant.  My 
Brother  Blackburn  has,  in  the  course  of  the  argument| 
really  brought  forward  the  precise  matter  on  which  we  are 
to  decide,  that  is,  whether  a  contract  to  give  a  guarantee  is 
not  as  much  within  the  statute  as  a  guarantee  itself  ?  I  think 
that  to  hold  that  a  guarantee  must  be  in  writing,  but  that  a 
contract  to  give  a  guarantee  need  not  be,  would  be  to  commit 
the  same  mistake  as  our  ancestors  committed  in  regard  to 
the  Statute  of  Uses.  It  was  there  enacted,  that  possession 
should  go  along  with  the  use,  but  legal  ingenuity  imme- 
diately discovered  that  there  might  be  a  use  to  A.  in  trust 
for  JS.,  and  thus  it  was  said  that  all  that  was  effected  by  the 
Statute  of  Uses  was  to  add  three  words  to  every  conveyance. 
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Here  the  parties  come  to  an  agreement,  and  is  it  not  the 
substantial  meaning  of  that  agreement,  that  the  Defendant 
promises  the  Plaintiff  upon  certain  terms  that  if  the  buyer 
of  the  goods  do  not  pay  the  Plaintiff,  he,  the  Defendant, 
will  do  so  ?  It  is  substantially  an  agreement  by  which  the 
buyer  of  the  goods  was  not  to  be  entirely  exonerated,  but 
by  which  the  vendor  was  to  be  indemnified  in  case  the 
buyer  made  default.  That  is  an  undertaking  clearly  within 
the  intention  of  the  statute,  and  we  are  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  aflSrmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Mallet 

V, 

Batemam. 


[Coram  Pollock,  C.B.,  Bramwbll,  Channell,  Pigott, 
BB.,  and  Blackburn,  Mbllor  and  Shee,  J  J.) 

Irwin  v.  Sir  George  Grey,  Bart. 


November  29. 


Upon  a  judgment  after  verdict  for  Defendant,  PlaintiflT  assigned  as  error  in  Jury  proceu^ 
£u:t,  that  all  the  special  jurors  who  had  been  struck  were  not  sum-   Error  infaei, 
moned  ;  that  by  reason  thereof  and  the  names  of  the  said  special  jurors  error  thereon, 
not  having  been  called  over  at  or  after  10  o'clock,  the  hour  named  in  Irregularity, 
the  summons,  only  ten  special  jurors  attended  and  were  sworn,  and  that 
two  talesmen  were  thereupon  sworn  on  the  said  jury.    Held,  that  there 
was  no  error,  the  matters  complained  of  bein^  irregularities,  which 
ought  to  have  been  complained  of  to  the  Court  below  on  motion. 

Tj^RROR  assigned  on  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
-*-^  mon  Pleas,  on  error  in  fact,  after  verdict  for  the 
Defendant. 

The  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported,  19 
C.  JS.,  N.  S,  585. 

The  judgment  roll  set  out  the  record,  and  by  the  declara- 
tion the  Plaintiff  claimed  damages  against  the  Defendant 
for  not  presenting  to  her  Majesty  a  certain  petition  of 
right,  in  which  he  was  suppliant,  and  in  which  he  prayed 
for  a  mandamus  commanding  the  Defendant  to  submit  the 
said  petition  to  her  Majesty.  The  only  plea  was  the  gene- 
ral issue. 
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1866.  The  record  then  proceeded: — •'Afterwards  on  the  said* 

Irwin  l^^l^  day  of  January^  1863^  come  the  Plaintiff  in  person 
Sir  Georob  ^°^  ^^  Defendant  by  his  attorney  aforesaid;  and  the  Right 
Grby.  Honourable  Sir  WMxam  Erhy  Knight,  her  Majesty's  Chief 
Justice  assigned  to  hold  Pleas  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  the 
Bench,  hath  sent  hither  his  record,  had  before  him  in 
these  words :  '  Afterwards  on  the  26th  day  of  November^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1862,  at  Westminster  Hall,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex^  before  the  Right  Honourable  Sir 
William  Erie,  Knight,  her  Majesty's  Chief  Justice  assigned 
to  hold  Pleas  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  the  Bench,  come 
the  within  mentioned  Plaintiff  in  person,  and  the  within 
mentioned  Defendant  by  his  attorney  within  mentioned,  and 
a  jury  of  the  said  county  being  summoned  also  come,  who 
being  sworn  to  try  the  matters  in  question  between  the  said 
parties,  upon  their  oath  say  that  he  the  Defendant  is  not 
guilty.  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  Plaintiff  take 
nothing  by  his  said  writ,  and  the  Defendant  do  go  thereof 
without  day,  &c.' " 

The  Plaintiff  on  22nd  Jarittary,  1 863,  assigned  as  error  in 
fact  in  the  record  and  proceedings,that  after  issue  joined  and 
before  trial  it  was  ordered  by  rule  of  Court  that  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  Defendant  forty-eight  special  jurors  sh6uld 
be  nominated,  and  that  twenty-four  of  the  said  jurors 
should  be  struck  and  summoned  for  the  trial  of  the  said 
issues;  that  eight  of  the  above  special  jurors  although  so 
struck  were  not  summoned  ;  that  by  reason  thereof, 
and  the  names  of  the  aforesaid  special  jurors  not  having 
been  called  over  in  Court  at  or  after  10  o'clock,  the  hour 
named  in  the  summons  for  the  jury  to  attend  the  Court, 
only  ten  of  the  said  special  jurors  attended  and  were  sworn 
on  the  said  jury,  and  that  a  tales  was  thereupon  prayed  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and  that  two  talesmen  were 
accordingly  sworn.  Error  was  joined  thereon,  and  on  the 
10th  July,  1865,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  judg- 
ment in  favour  of  the  Defendant.   On  the  21st  July,  1865, 
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the  Plaintiff  entered  a  suggestion  of  error  in  law  in  the  1866. 
above  record  and  proceediogSi  and  the  Defendant  joined  in  uiiriv 
error.  e     /' 

Sir  Georoe 
Plaintiff  in  person  now  contended  that  Uie  Defendant,        Grrt. 

not  having  pleaded  issuably,  error  in  fact  was  converted 
into  error  in  law,  and  then  argued,  first,  that  all  the  special 
jurors  who  were  struck  ought  to  have  been  summoned  (a). 
[Hannen  for  the  Defendant-— The  matters  now  urged  by 
the  Plaintiff  are  errors  in  fact,  and  as  such  are  not  cog- 
nizable by  this  CourL    {Pollock,  C.  B.    If  there  was  error 
in  fact  in  the  Court  below,  such  as  the  appearance  of  an 
infant  by  attorney,  and  it  appeared  on  the  record  that  the 
Court  had  decided  that  it  was  not  error,  would  not  that 
be  error  in  law  here?     Bramwelly  B.    .Should   you  not 
have  applied  to  quash  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  be- 
low ?)     The  Defendant  did  not  know  but  that  the  Plaintiff 
would  assign  error  in  law.     (Blackburn,  J.     Would  not 
error  in  law  lie  on  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,  that 
that  was  error  of  fact  which  was  not  so  ?     Pollock,  C.  B, 
Have  you  any  authority  on  that  point  ?)     No,  there  is  no 
case  showing  that  such  an  appeal  lies,     {Pollock,  C.  B« 
We  think,  however,  that  we  ought  to  hear  the  Plaintiff.)] 
The  Plaintiff  then  proceeded  with  his  argument,  which  was 
in  substance  the  same  as  in  the  Court  below.    He  cited  Year 
Book  (b);  Rex  v.  Franklin  (c) ;  Holt  v.  Meddowcroft  (d) ; 
Hague  v.  Hall{e);   O'Connell  v.  The  Queen,  in  error  (/); 
Haldane    v.   Beauclerk  (g) ;    Blodwell  v,    Edwards  (It) ; 
Montague  v.  Smith  (£);  Rogers  v.  Smith,  in  error  (A);  Rex  v. 
Perry  {I)',   Newman  v.  Graham  {m);    Viner^s  Abridgment, 
"  Error,"  K.  c.  5.     He  contended,  Secondly,  that  the  spe- 
cial jury  struck  ought  to  have  been  the  jury  returned  for 
the  trial:   O^Connell  v.  The  Queen,  in  error (/).     Thirdly, 

(a)  6  Geo.  4,  f.  50,  f.  25.  (g)  3  Er.  658. 

(6)  17  EtL  3,>.  50.  (h)  Cro.  Eliz.  509. 

(c)  5  r.  R.  454.  (»)  16  Jur.  40. 

{d)  i  M.  4  S.  467.  (k)  I  A,  Sf  E.  772. 

(e)  5  M.^  G.  693.  (/)  5  T.  U.  453. 

(/)  11  C/.  *  Fin.  155.  (w)  11  C.  B.  153. 
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Sir  George 

Grey. 


that  a  tales  can  only  be  prayed  when  a  jury  are  in 
default  by  not  appearing,  which  they  are  not  if  they  have 
not  all  been  summoned.  Fourthly,  that  this  issue  not 
having  been  tried  by  a  duly  constituted  jury  the  verdict 
was  not  binding  and  was  a  nullity.  Fifthly,  that  the  names 
of  the  special  jurors  not  having  been  called  over  at  or  after 
the  hour  named  in  the  summons,  the  verdict  was  a  nullity 
on  that  ground  also,  and  citing  Crowder  v.  Rooke  (a) ; 
Curtis  V.  March  {b).  Sixthly,  that  the  error  assigned 
did  not  contradict  the  record,  which  was  silent  as  to  a 
special  jury  having  been  struck.  Seventh,  that  the 
matters  assigned  as  error  were  causes  of  error,  and  not 
merely  irregularities.  Eighth,  that  if  there  had  been  waiver 
the  Plaintiff  should  have  pleaded  it. 


Hannen  {Bat/ford  with  him)  was  not  called  upon. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  said  :  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is 
not  necessary  to  hear  counsel  on  the  other  side.  The  fact 
that  some  of  the  jury  struck  were  not  summoned  might  be 
a  ground  for  postponing  the  trial  or  granting  a  new  trial 
under  some  circumstances,  and  it  ought  to  have  been 
complained  of  (if  at  all)  in  the  Court  below  on  motion. 
So  of  the  other  matters  objected  to  by  the  Plaintiff,  we  are 
all  of  opinion  that  they  cannot  be  assigned  as  error  in  a 
Court  of  Appeal. 

The  cases  cited  prove  that  the  Court  in  which  the  irre- 
gularity has  occurred  will  correct  it  But  no  case  has 
decided  that  a  mere  irregularity  in  practice,  assuming  these 
to  be  such,  can  be  made  the  ground  of  reversing  a  judg- 
ment 

We  think  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed^ 

Judgment  affirmed. 


(a)  2  WiUM4. 


(6)  3  H.  N.  866. 
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June  19  and  20, 

BuLLEN  and  Another  r.  Sharp  the  Elder.  ond  nw.  29, 

1865. 

(1.)  The  Defendant,  early  in  1857f  having  applied  to  F,,  an  underwriter  at  Partnership. 
Lloyd't,  to  introduce  the  Defendant's  son,  fV,  Sharp,  there  as  a  member,  Principal  and 
the  son  and  F,  shortly  afterwards  agreed  that  an  underwriter's  business  agent. 
should  be  opened  in  the  son's  name,  to  be  managed  by  F,  at  a  salary  and  Participation  qf 
upon  certain  terms.    This  was  done  and  the  business  proved  profitable  prqfitt. 
till  November,  1858,  when  the  son  and  F.  having  made  a  further  agree-  Astignment  to 
ment  by  which  the  business  was  to  be  extended,  the  son  in  January,  truttee*. 
1859,  wrote  to  the  Defendant  as  follows : — "  In  consideration  of  your  Evidence. 
guaranteeing  me  to  the  extent  of  5,000^  in  my  business  of  an  under-  Ffftct  qfjudg- 
writer  until  by  such  business  I  shall  make  or  acquire  from  the  profits  ment  of  House 
thereof  the  full  and  clear  sum  of  5,000/.  after  providing  for  all  known   if  Lords. 
losses,  I  hereby  promise  and  agree  to  pay  to  you  during  your  life  in   Special  case, 
case  I  shall  so  long  live,  but  not  otherwise,  an  annuity  of  500/.,  being  Reasonable 
equal  to  10  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  sum  of  5,000/.     Moreover,  in  itferences  rf 
no  case  are  you  to  be  considered  as  a  partner  with  me  in  the  said  fact, 
business  of  an  underwriter.     And  further  that,  if  at  the  end  of  three  Fraud, 
years  from  the  date  hereof,  it  shall  appear  that  one-fourth  of  the  net 
average  annual  profits  during  that  period  made  by  me  in  the  said 
business  shall  amount  to  more  than  500/.,  then  and  in  that  case  the 
said  annuity  shall  thenceforth  be  increased  to  a  yearly  sum  equal  to 
ODe.fourth  of  such  net  average  annual  profits  made  by  me  in  the  said 
business  during  the  said  three   years."      By  a   settlement  made  by 
the  son,  upon  his   marriage    in   the   August  following,  reciting  that 
letter,  he  assigned  to  the  Defendant  and  one  D.  as  trustees  *'all  and 
singular  the  sums  of  money,  earnings,  profits  and  emoluments  which  are 
now  in  the  hands  of  the  said  F.,  and  all  such  as  shall  hereafter  come 
into  the  hands  of  the  said  F.,  or  other  the  agent,  deputy  or  attorney  for 
the  time  being  of  the  said  fV.  Sharp  the  younger  .to  be  substituted  for 
the  said  F.  as  hereinafter  mentioned  on  account  or  in  respect  of  the 
said  hereinbefore   mentioned   underwriting   business,"  together  with 
power  to  the  trustees  as  the  attornies  of  the  son  to  demand,  sue  for, 
recover  and  receive  and  give  effectual  receipts  for  the  said  monies, 
proceeds  and  premises  assigned,  and  a  direction  to  F.  or  other  agent 
for  the  son  for  the  time  being  to  pay  the  same  over  to  the  trustees. 
The  first  trust  was  out  of  the  monies  and  profits  arising  from  the  said 
underwriting  business  to  pay  the  Defendant  the  annuity  agreed  to  be 
paid  to  him  by  the  above  letter ;  and  a  further  trust  was  to  accumulate 
and  invest  the  surplus  of  the  money,  profits  and  premises  assigned 
until  the  same  should  amount  to  8,500/.  and  should  remain  of  that 
amount,  without  reduction  on  account  of  losses  in  the  said  business  for 
two  years,  and  then  to  reassign  the  said  monies  and  profits  arising  from 
the  said  underwriting  business  to  the  son  absolutely.     In  December, 
1859,  and  whilst  F.,  in  pursuance  of  his  agreement,  was  carrying  on  the 
underwriting  business  for  the  Defendant's  son,  who  subsequently  be- 
came bankrupt,  F.,  by  his  clerk,  subscribed  a  marine  policy  in  the  son's 
name,  the  assured  being  wholly  ignorant  of  the  arrangement  between 
the  Defendant  and  his  son  and  of  the  settlement     Held,  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  by  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Blackburn^  J.,  Channell  and  Bram^ 
well,   BB.,   reversing  the  judgment   of  the    Common    Pleas   upon   a 
special  case,  stated  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  with  liberty  to  draw 
any  reasonable  inferences   of  fact  {Pigott,  B.,  and  Sfiee,  J.,   dissen- 
tientibus),  that  the  Defendant  was  not  liable  as  a  partner  with  his  son 
in  the  underwriting  business. 
(2.)  Per  Blackburn,  J.: — A  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  is  binding,  not 

VOL.  I.— C.  P.  K 


U8  SITTINGS  AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1866*  only  on  all  inferior  tribunals,  but  even  on  that  House  itself  when  sitting 

■  judicially. 

BuLLEN         (3.)  Per  Blackburn,  J.  and  Channell,  B. : — Inferior  tribunals,  though  bound 

p.  by  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  and  the  ratio  decidendi  of  the 

Sharp.  decision,  are  not  bound  by  every  reason  given  by  the  Lords  in  deliver. 

ing  their  opinions. 
(4.)  Quare,  whether  where  facts  are  stated  in  a  special  case,  with  power 
reserved  to  the  Court  to  draw  any  reasonable  inferences  of  fact,  the 
Court  is  not  bound  to  assume  the  facts  to  have  been  really  as  stated, 
and  cannot  infer  that  what  was  done  was  done  fraudulently  or 
colorably. 

npHIS  was  a  proceeding  in  error,  brought  upon  a  judg- 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  a  special 
case. 

The  action  was  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  at  LloycTs, 
in  which  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  Defendant  sub- 
scribed the  policy  for  £100,  and  became  an  insurer  thereon 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  that  amount. 

In  the  Common  Pleas  judgment  was  given  for  the 
Plaintiff.  The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  report  of  the 
case  in  the  Court  below,  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  614. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Court  on  the  19th  and  20lh 
of  June f  before  Pollock,  C,B.,  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Cramp- 
ton,  who  died  before  judgment  was  delivered,  Bramwell,  B., 
jBlackhurn,3.,  Channell  and  PigoLt,  BB.,  and  Shee,  J. 

Lush,  {Mellish  and  Sir  George  Honyman  with  him,)  for 
the  Defendant.  The  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas 
was  wrong.  On  the  other  side  it  will  be  contended  that 
the  effect  of  the  agreement  made  in  January,  1859,  be- 
tween the  Defendant  and  his  son,  and  the  marriage  set- 
tlement of  the  latter  executed  in  August  in  the  same 
year,  was  to  constitute  the  Defendant  a  partner  in  the 
underwriting  business  carried  on  by  the  son,  and  thereby 
to  make  him  liable.  By  the  agreement,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  Defendant's  guarantee  to  the  extent  of  5,000/. 
the  son  agreed  to  pay  the  Defendant  an  annuity  of  500Z. 
per  annum ;  and  if  at  the  end  of  three  years  it  should 
appear  that  one-fourth  of  the  net  average  annual  profits 
made  by  the  son  in  the  business  amounted  to  more  than 
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6002.,  then  that  the  annaity  should  be  increased  to  a  yearly       1865. 
Bom  equal  to  one-fourth  of  such  net  average  profits.     Now       Bullbk"^ 
H  is  clear  that  by  taking  the  annuity  for  the  three  years  the  *- 

Defendant  would  not  become  a  partner ;  and  the  provision 
relathig  to  the  contingent  increase  of  the  annuity  afler 
that  time  cannot  affect  bis  liability^  as,  before  the  three 
years  had  elapsed,  the  son  became  bankrupt.  But  the 
efiect  of  the  marriage  settlement  will  be  relied  on.  That 
however  carries  the  case  no  farther  against  the  Defend- 
ant After  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  the  agreement 
in  1857  between  the  Defendant's  son  and  Fenn^  by  which 
the  underwriting  business  was  to  be  carried  on  under  Fenn's 
management  and  superintendence,  and  that  in  contem- 
plation of  the  marriage  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  son 
should  assign  to  the  Defendant  and  Donnison  ail  monies 
then  in  the  hands  or  thereafter  to  come  into  the  hands  of 
Fenn  in  respect  of  the  said  business  on  behalf  or  for  the 
benefit  of  the  son,  the  son  assigned  to  the  Defendant  and 
Donnison  all  monies,  earnings  and  profits  which  were  then 
in  Fennt  hands,  or  which  should  thereafter  come  into  his 
bands  on  account  of  the  business,  with  a  power  of  attorney 
to  sue  for  the  same,  in  trust  in  the  first  place  to  pay  the 
Defendant  the  annuity  of  500/.,  and  upon  further  trust, 
after  payment  of  the  last-mentioned  and  other  monies,  to 
accumulate  the  surplus  until  it  should  amount  to  8,500/., 
and  remain  of  that  amount  for  two  years;  and  from  and 
afler  the  time  when  the  accumulations  should  have  reached 
that  amount,  and  have  so  remained  for  two  years,  to 
reassign  the  said  monies  and  profits  to  the  Defendant's 
son  absolutely.  The  deed  therefore  neither  gives  the 
Defendant  power  to  interfere  in  the  underwriting  business, 
nor  any  interest  in  the  increase  of  the  profits  of  it.  It 
is  not  open  to  the  Plaintiff  upon  a  special  case,  stated  as 
this  is,  to  say  that  the  deed  was  colourable.  Its  object 
is  hona  fide  to  make  a  good  biisiness  for  the  son,  and, 
when  that  end  has  been  attained,  the  business  is  to  be  his 

k2 
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1866.       absolutely.     The  arrangement  was  a  prudent  and  proper 

B^j^j^^iJ       one,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  business.     [As 

^'  to  the  course  of  business  Beekwith  v.  Bullen  (a).  Sweeting 

Sharp* 

V.  Pearce{b),  Xenos  v.  WickAam{c)^  were  referred  to.]  The 
Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  succeed  unless  they  make  out 
either  that  the  son  carried  on  the  business  jointly  with  the 
Defendant,  or  that  the  relation  between  them  was  such 
that  each  was  the  agent  of  the  other.  But  it  is  obvious 
that  the  son  may  carry  on  the  business  as  he  pleases,  and 
that  the  Defendant  has  no  control  in  it  Possibly  the 
500/.  annuity  might  absorb  all  the  profits ;  but  if  so,  that 
would  not  make  the  Defendant  a  partner;  and,  in  case 
the  profits  should  exceed  the  500/.,  the  Defendant  would 
derive  no  advantage  from  the  excess.  The  Defendant  was 
merely  a  creditor  of  his  son  for  an  annuity  of  500/.  per 
annum,  and  this  deed  amounts  to  no  more  than  an  assign- 
ment to  a  creditor  to  enable  him  to  pay  his  own  debt.  The 
reasons  given  by  the  learned  Judges  for  their  judgments 
below  are  not  the  same.  Erie,  C.  J.,  says  (rf),  that  he  does 
not  rely  so  much  upon  the  antecedent  agreement  as  upon 
the  deed ;  and,  in  remarking  that  the  ground  upon  which 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Coxy.  Hickman  (c) 
proceeded  was  sound,  says,  'Mt  was  admitted  there  that 
for  debts  contracted  by  the  trustees  they  would  be  liable." 
The  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present  is  that 
there  the  trustees  carried  on  the  business,  whereas  in  this 
case  neither  the  Defendant  nor  his  co-trustee  has  any 
power  to  interfere  with  it. 

Brown,  {Trevelian  with  him,)  for  the  Plaintiffs. — The 
Court  IS,  no  doubt,  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Cox  v.  Hickman  (f) ;  but  not  by  the  reasons 

(a)  8  £.  4-  B.  683,  690.  (ft)  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  449,  460. 

(c)  14  C.  B.,  N.S.  435,  452.  (d)  18  C.  B.,  N,  S.  654. 

(e)  8  H.  L.  C.  268.  U)  8  ^-  ^-  C.  268. 
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given  by  the  individual  Judges.    There  it  was  decided  that        1865. 
the  creditors  who  executed  the  deed  did  not  become  liable       Bullen 
as  partners  for  debts  contracted  by  the  trustees,  and  that       sharp. 
the  trustees  did  not  carry  on  the  Stanton  Iron  Company  as 
their  agents.    But  the  authorities,  from  Waugh  v.  Carver  {a) 
down  to  that  case,  show  that  a  participation  in  profits 
under  such   circumstances  as   those   here   disclosed  does 
constitute  a  partnership.     Under   the  settlement  all   the 
monies,  earnings  and  profits  are  assigned,  eo  nomine,  to  the 
Defendant  and  his  co-trustee,  and  that  which  would  other- 
wise go  to  pay  creditors  is  swallowed  up.     In  Coxy.  Hick" 
man{b)  it   was  taken  as  admitted   that  the  trustees  were 
liable,  though  the  creditors  were  not.     Grace  v.  Smith  (c) 
was  an  action  brought  against  Smith  alone  as  a  secret 
partner  with  one  Robinson,  and  it  was  held  that  money 
lent  by  a  retiring  partner  at  legal  interest,  with  an  addi- 
tional annuity  for  a  certain  term,  was  not  a  continuance  of 
the  partnership ;  but  in  Bhxham  and  Pell,  there  cited  at 
p.  999,  where  it   appeared   that  an  annuity  was  payable 
to  a  retiring  partner  in  lieu  of  profits,  Lord   Mansfield 
held  that  the  annuitant   remained  a  secret  partner,  and 
observed,  "  this  was  a  device  to  make  more  than  legal 
interest  of  money,  and  if  it  was  not  a  partnership  it  was 
a  crime.     And  it  shall  not  lie  in  the    Defendant   Pelts 
mouth  to  say,  It  is  usury  and  not  a  partnership."     So  in 
-Er  parte  Wilson,  In  re  Colbeck  (rf),  an  assignment  by  a 
retiring  partner  of  all  his  share  upon  trust  to  pay  him  an 
annuity  for  his  life,  subject  to  an  abatement  or  enlarge- 
Dient  according  to  the  fluctuation  of  the  profits  of  the 
Me,  was  held  not  to  determine  the  partnership,  with  re- 
ference to  the  creditors.     At  p.  52  of  the   report.  Lord 
Eldon  says,  "  He  certainly  must  be  taken  to  have  retired 
from  the  business  reserving  an  interest  in  the  profits  of 

(a)  2  H.  Bl.  235;  1  Sm,  L.  C.  818,  5th  cd. 
(6)  8  H.  L.  C.  268.  (c)  2  If.  Blacks,  998. 

(d)  Buck,  B.  C.  48. 


122  SITTINGS  AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1865.  the  trade,  for  the  annuity  he  received  was  not  merely  an 
BuLLBM  annuity  the  amount  of  which  was  calculated  with  reference 
Sharp.  ^  ^^^  ^^^^  present  profits,  but  it  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  profits,  and  to  be  subject  to  abatement  or  enlargement 
as  the  profits  might  fluctuate."  In  Ex  parte  Hamper  {a)^ 
he  says,  p.  412,  **  It  is  clearly  settled,  though  I  regret  it, 
that,  if  a  man  stipulates,  that,  as  the  reward  of  his  labour, 
he  shall  have,  not  a  specific  interest  in  the  business,  but 
a  given  sum  of  money,  even  in  proportion  to  a  given 
(jiuintum  of  the  profits,  that  will  not  make  him  a  partner ; 
but,  if  he  agrees  for  a  part  of  the  profits,  as  such,  giving 
him  a  right  to  an  account,  though  having  no  property  in 
the  capital,  he  is  as  to  third  persons  a  partner ;  and  in  a 
question  with*  third  persons  no  stipulation  can  protect  him 
from  loss."  [He  also  cited  £x  parte  Chuch  {b) ;  Bond 
V.  Pittard(c);  Story  on  Partnership  (d)."}  In  Cox  v. 
Hickman  the  Judges  in  the  Exchequer  Qiamber  were 
equally  divided  in  opinion,  and,  though  the  House  of 
Lords  reversed  the  judgments  of  this  Court  and  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  it  overruled  no  decided  case ;  but  dealt 
with  the  one  then  under  consideration  as  peculiar  (e). 
None  of  the  learned  Judges  who  took  part  in  that  judg- 
ment quarrel  with  the  rule  that  participation  in  profits  is  a 
test  of  partnership.  Lord  Cranworth  (f)  says,  "  It  is  often 
said  that  the  test,  or  one  of  the  tests,  whether  a  person  not 
ostensibly  a  partner,  is  nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  a  partner,  is,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
profits.  This,  no  doubt,  is,  in  general,  a  sufficiently  accurate 
test;  for  a  right  to  participate  in  profits  affords  cogen^ 
often  conclusive  evidence,  that  the  trade  in  which  the 
profits  have  been  made  was  carried  on  in  part  for  or  on 
behalf  of  the  person  setting  up  such  a  claim.  But  tlie  real 
ground  of  the  liability  is,  that  the  trade  has  been  carried  oq 

(fl)  17  Vet,  403.  {d)  Sectt.  66,  67,  68. 

(6)  8  Bing,  469.  (e)  See  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  648—9. 

(f)  3  M./^W,  367.  (J)  8  H.  L,  C.  306. 
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by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf/'    [Shee,  J.  ,  You  say  that       1865. 
here  the  Defendant  did  carry  on  the  underwriting  business ;       Z 
but  Lord  Cranworth  says,  in  that  case,  that  the  creditors       ^  »• 
did  not  carry  on  the  business  of  the  Stanton  Iron  Com- 
fany.     Pollock^  C.  B.     The  Courts  arrived  at  the  acme 
of  nicety  when  they  held  that  a  stipulation  for  a  clerk  to 
receive  a  salary  proportioned  according  to  tlie  profits  of 
the  business  would  not  make  him  a  partner,  but  that  if  it 
was  that  he  should  receive  a  sum/rom  the  profits  it  would 
do  so  (a).]     The  cases  are  reviewed  in  the  note  to  Waugh 
V,  Carvei'y  in  1  Smithes  Leading  Cases,  833, 5th  ed.  [  Pollock, 
C.  B.   It  would  be  difficult,  perhaps,  to  write  so  good  a  book 
as  that;  but  I  wish  you,  Mr.  Brown,  would  write  a  work 
upon  misleading  cases.     Bramwell,  B.    Waugh  v.  Carver 
should  have  a  conspicuous  place  in  it]     The  distinction  is, 
that  where  a  specific  sum  is  payable  proportioned  to  profits 
the  claim  of  the  party  entitled  extends  only  to  the  individual 
monies;  but  where  a  sum  is  payable /rom  profits  the  party 
entitled  has  an  interest  and  control  over  the  funds,  and  a 
right  to  an  account  (a).   [Bramwell,  6.   The  decisions  upon 
this  subject  have  been  a  surprise  to  the  commercial  worlds 
dud  practically  have  not  been  acted  upon.     The  Plaintiff's 
supposed  cause  of  action  is  as  accidental  as  anything  can 
l>€.]    He  says,  in  eflTect,  1  have  discovered  that  you  have 
been  a  secret  partner,  and  as  you  have  been  receiving  the 
profits  it  is  only  just  that  you  should  share  the  responsibi- 
lities.    The  authorities  in  favour  of  the  Plaintifi*  are  so 
clear  that  the  efiect  of  them  cannot  be  got  rid  of  without 
legislation.      In  Wightman  v.   Townroe{b),  the  executors 
of  a  deceased  partner  continued  his  share  of  the  partner- 
ship property  in  the  trade  for  the  benefit  of  his  infant 
daughter;  and  it  was  held  that  they  were  liable  upon  a 
bill  drawn  for  the  accommodation  of  the  partnership  and 
paid  in  discharge  of  a  partnership  debt,  although  their 

{a)  The  distinction  here  referred  to  seems  put  an  end  to  by  the  stat. 
28  ^  29  Vict.  c.  86,  «.  2.  (6)  1  31.  4^  5.  412. 
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names  were  not  added  to  the  iirm^  but  the  trade  was  carried 
on  by  the  other  partners  under  the  same  firm  as  before, 
and  the  executors,  when  they  divided  the  profits  and  loss 
of  the  trade,  carried  the  same  to  the  account  of  the  infant, 
and  took  no  part  of  the  profits  themselves.  If  the  De- 
fendant is  not  taken  to  be  a  partner  the  laws  of  partnership 
may  be  easily  evaded;  for  a  trustee  under  sucH  a  deed 
as  this  may  go  on  for  years  putting  all  the  profits  of  a 
business  into  his  own  pocket,  and  yet  escape  liability  for 
its  losses. 


Ltish,  in  reply. — Except  for  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hick- 
man, it  would  be  necessary  to  consider  the  previous  de- 
cisions. That  case,  however,  was  acted  on  in  KUshaw  v. 
Jukes  (a),  and  the  principle  there  laid  down  governs  the 
present.  The  test  whether  a  person  who  is  not  an  osten- 
sible partner  in  a  trade,  is  nevertheless,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  a  partner,  is, — not  whether  he  is  entitled  to  partici- 
pate in  the  profits;  although  that  affords  cogent,  often 
conclusive,  evidence  of  it, — but  whether  the  trade  has  been 
carried  on  by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf.  The  Defendant, 
under  the  deed  in  this  case,  was  a  creditor  for  an  annuity 
of  a  fixed  amount,  irrespective  of  and  not  fluctuating  with 
the  profits;  and,  as  he  had  no  power  to  interfere  in  the 
business,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  was  carried  on  by  bis 
agents  on  his  behalf,  he  was  in  no  sense  a  partner. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judges  not  agreeing  in  their  opinion,  now  delivered 
judgment  separately. 

November  29,  Shee,  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is  whether,  when 
the  policy  on  which  the  action  is  brought  was  effected,  the 
underwriting  business,  carried  on  in  the  name  of  William 


(b)  ZB.SfS.  847. 
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Sharp  the  younger,  was,  in  fact,  the  business  of  the  De-        1866. 
fendanty  or  of  the  Defendant  in  partnership  with  William       Bullen 
8h€arp  the  younger;  in  other  words,  whether  the  policy,        sh!\rp 
underwritten  by  William  Sharp  the  younger,  was  under- 
written by  him  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  and  as 
his  agent. 

The  establishment  of  William  Sharp  the  younger,  in  his 
underwriting  business  at  LhydCs^  was  permitted  by  the 
tommittee  at  Lloyd^s  on  an  assurance  given  to  them  by 
Tmn^  acting  as  agent  for  William  Sharp  the  younger,  but 
with  the  authority  of  the  Defendant,  who  had  refused  to  - 
give  a  formal  guarantee,  that  the  Defendant  would  advance 
to  William  Sharp  the  younger  a  capital  of  5,000/.,  and  never 
let  him  stand  in  want  of  fuilher  aid  if  needed.    The  com* 
mittee,  after  William  Sharp  the  younger  had,  on  that  as- 
surance, been  admitted  a  member,  inquired  of  Fenn  by  their 
secretary's  letter  of  the  20th  of  Ataj/,  1857,  if  the  money 
bad  been  advanced,  and  Fenn,  in  answer  to  that  inquiry,  by 
theuse,  in  his  letter  of  the  22nd  iifay,  1857,  of  language  more 
studiously  than  scrupulously  chosen,  had  led  them  to  believe 
that  the  5,000/.  had  in  fact  been  advanced,  and  was  in  his 
hands.    The  Defendant  William  Sharp  the  younger  and 
Fenn  seem  to  have  considered  that  the  assurance  given  to 
the  committee  at  LloydCs  was,  although  the  Defendant  had 
refused  a  guarantee,  an  engagement,  binding  in  honour 
upon  him,  and  virtually,  as  between  him  and  the  committee, 
an  undertaking  to  the  extent  of  5,000/.,  for  the  under- 
writing losses  of  William  Sharp  the  younger.    Treating, 
apparently,  this  assurance  of  the  Defendant  to  the  com- 
mittee  that  he  would  advance  5,000/.,  as  equivalent  to,  or 
good  security  for,  the  actual  advance  of  it,  William  Sharp 
the  younger  had  agreed  to  pay  to  the  Defendant,  during 
their  joint  lives,  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  that  amount, 
and  in  lieu  of  it,  after  the  expiration  of  three  years,  one- 
fourth  of  the  average  profits  realized  by  the  business  during 
those  three  years,  should  that  fourth  amount  to  more  than 
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^865.  600Z.  Thus  far  we  have  the  Defendant  establishing  his 
BuLLBM  gon  in  a  business  to  be  carried  on  by  his  son  or  his  son's 
Sharp.  agent,  Fenn,  for  his  son's  benefit,  the  Defendant  guarding 
himself,  should  the  business  become  unprosperous,  against 
eventual  loss  under  his  promise  to  advance  5,000/.,  by  a 
stipulation  that  he  should  receive  a  fixed  annuity  of  500/. 
to  commence  immediately,  and  to  be  increased  contingently 
to  a  fourth  of  the  annual  profits,  should  they  average, 
during  the  next  three  years,  more  than  that  sum. 

There  is  nothing  before  us  which  points  to  any  source 
other  than  the  underwriting  business  out  of  which  this 
600/.  annuity  could  flow ;  but  it  was  to  be  payable  half- 
yearly,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  half-year  after 
the  date  of  the  agreement  to  pay  it,  whether  profits  were 
made  or  not,  in  consideration  of  the  Defendant's  promise 
to  advance  5,000/.,  to  be  applied,  should  need  be,  to  the 
discharge  of  debts  which  might  be  incurred  in  the  under- 
writing business.  Though  fixed,  therefore,  apparently,  on 
an  estimate  of  the  probable  amount  of  profits,  and  to  in- 
crease with  an  increase  of  profits,  it  was  not  necessarily,  or 
even  probably,  in  the  first  instance,  payable  out  of  profits, 
and,  regard  being  bad  to  the  consideration  for  it,  was  not 
within,  or  was  barely  within,  the  mischief,  to  prevent  which 
the  sharing  of  the  profits  of  a  business  has  been  considered 
in  many  cases  as  cogent,  though  not  conclusive,  evidence 
of  a  partnership  liability  for  its  debts.  Whether  the  500/. 
annuity  was  in  fact  paid  to  the  Defendant  out  of  th£  profits 
of  the  business  or  not,  he  would  not,  rebus  sic  stantibus, 
have  been  liable  for  its  debts.  The  definition  given  of  a 
partnership  by  the  civilians, — *'  Contractus  consensualis,  de 
re  vel  operis  communicandis^  lucri  in  commune  faciendi 
caussd.  Inter  quos  socios  tarn  arcta  intercedere  visa  est 
amicitia,utfratreshabitisint"(a), — was  not  satisfied  by  the 

(a)  Heinecciui,  Elementa  Juris  Cioilis^  secundum  ordintm  InsiUutionum* 
Edinb.  ed.  1822,  lib.  3,  tit.  26,  §  942,  who  refers  to  /.  63,  pr,  ff.  h.  t,  (i.  e. 
Di^. /*6. 17, /»<.  2,/.  63). 
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relation  between  him  and  his  son.  They  did  not  intend  to  I86& 
be  partners,  and  the  business  was  not  carried  on  bj  the  Bullm 
Defendant  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf  in  partnership  &baiip. 
or  not  in  partnership  with  him. 

This  state  of  things,  however,  was  materially  altered 
under  the  marriage  settlement,  after  the  marriage  of 
WUHam  Sharp  the  yonnger.  Fenn,  who,  up  to  that  time, 
bad  carried  on  the  business  as  agent  of  William  Sharp  the 
younger,  accounting  to  him  for  its  proceeds  at  a  salary  pay- 
able by  him,  became,  in  my  judgment,  the  agent  to  hold  the 
proceeds  of,  and  the  means  of  carrying  on,  the  underwriting 
business,  and  the  agent  to  carry  on  the  underwriting  busi- 
Bess  for  the  Defendant  and  John  Donnison  ;  to  whom, 
besides  other  property  of  William  Sharp  the  younger,  all 
monies  belonging  to  him  tn  the  hands  of  jFVnn,  and  all 
iDonies,  earnings,  profits,  and  emoluments,  thereafter  to 
come  into  Fenn^s  hands,  on  account,  or  in  respect  of  the 
anderwriting  business,  inclmling,  as  I  read  it,  any  claim 
William  Sharp  the  younger  might  have  had  on  the  5,000/. 
adfance,  were,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  ask,  de- 
iwnd,  sue  for,  recover  and  receive,  and  give  effectual  receipts 
and  discbarges  for  the  said  monies,  proceeds  and  premises, 
assigned  m  trust  for  William  Sharp  the  younger  until  his 
marriage,  in  trust,  -after  his  marriage,  primarily — and  solely, 
should  the  profits  not  exceed  500Z. — to  pay  that  sum 
aomially  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  underwriting  business 
to  the  Defendant ;  in  further  trust,  but  without  prejudice 
to  the  Defendant's  annuity,  to  pay  William  Sharp  the 
younger  an  annuity  of  500/.,  and  after  the  continuance  for 
two  years  of  an  accumulation  of  profits  to  the  extent  of 
3,600/.,  an  annuity  of  750/.,  together  with  interest  on  the 
sum  accumulated,  and  the  proceeds  and  dividends  of  other 
tile  property  assigned  ;  in  further  trust,  when  the  accumula* 
tioD  of  profits  should  have  arrived  and  for  two  years  con- 
tiimed  at  8,600/.,  to  upply  that  accumulation  of  profits 
to  the  emergencies  of  the  underwriting  business,  and  the 
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1865.       repayment  to  the  Defendant  of  any  monies  he  might  have 

BuLLEN       advanced  under  his  guarantee  of  the  21st  May^  1857  :  on 

Sharp.       further  trust  for  all  the  purposes  of  a  family  settlement, 

and  to  provide  for  the  intended  wife  of  William  Sharp  the 

younger,  and  for  his  and  her  children. 

Previously  to  the  date  of  the  marriage,  unless  we  assume, 
which  there  seems  no  ground  for  doing,  the  whole  scheme 
to  have  been  illusory  and  collusive  from  its  inception,  the 
Defendant  had  no  more  to  do  with  the  carrying  on,  by 
himself  or  his  agent,  of  the  underwriting  business  than 
Cox  or  Wheatcroft  in  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (a)  had  in 
the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  new  firm  of"  The  Stan- 
ton Iron  Company  "  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  old 
firm  of  Smith  ^  Co.  After  the  date  of  the  marriage  the 
Defendant  had  as  much  to  do  with  the  carrying  on  of  the 
underwriting  business  as  the  trustees  in  Cox  v.  Hickman 
had  in  carrying  on,  by  any  agents  they  might  employ,  the 
business  of  the  Stanton  Iron  Company  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  of  Smith  §f  Co.  The  business  of  the  Stanton  Iron 
Company^  in  Cox  v.  Hickman^  was  the  business  of  the  trus- 
tees, carried  on  by  them  for  objects  with  which  the  parties 
dealing  with  them  had  no  concern ;  the  trustees  were  there- 
fore held  liable  for  its  debts.  In  this  case  the  underwriting 
business  had  become  the  business  of  the  Defendant  and 
John  Donnison,  and  they,  as  I  think,  had  become  liable  for 
its  debts ;  not  because  they  shared  the  profits,  which  one  of 
them  did  not  share,  but  because  it  was  their  business,  car-* 
ried  on  for  them  with  their  funds,  by  Fenn^  as  their  agent, 
in  the  name  of  William  Sharp  the  younger,  at  a  salary  to 
be  paid  to  Fenn  by  himself  out  of  their  capital  which  he 
held,  or  out  of  profits  which  he  made  for  them.  That  the 
business  was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  William  Sharp  the 
younger,  and  partly  by  him,  and  probably  for  his  ultimate 
benefit,  is,  as  respects  the  liability  of  the  Defendant,  a  cir- 
cumstance wholly  immaterial ;  the  material  and  governing 

(a)  8  H,  L.  Cos.  268. 
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circumstaoce  is,  that  the  business  which  before  the  mar-        1865. 
riage  was  carried  on  by  JFenn  as  agent  for  William  Sharp       Bullen 
the  younger,  he  being  the  owner  of  all  the  monies,  earn-        sharp. 
ings,  profits  and  emoluments  derived  from  it,  was,  after  the 
marriage,  carried  on  by  Fenn  as  agent  for  and  on  behalf  of 
the  Defendant  and  John  Donnison,  to  whom,  by  the  mar- 
riage settlement,  all  the  monies  belonging  to  the  business  in 
Fenns  hands,  and  all  the  earnings,  profits  and  emoluments 
of  it  thereafter  to  come  into  his  hands,  and  all  the  benefit 
of  antecedent  arrangements  between  the  Defendant,  JFenn, 
and  William  Sharp  the  younger,  were  assigned. 

The  mode  of  conducting  the  business,  and  the  relation 
between  JFenn,  who  in  fact  conducted  it,  and  William 
Skarp  the  younger,  were  in  other  respects  much  changed 
after  his  marriage. 

Before  his  marriage  William  Sharp  the  younger  had,  or, 
if  he  had  not  (as  to  which  some  doubt  may  arise  on  the 
terms  of  paragraph  18  of  the  case),  was  entitled  under  his 
agreement  with  Fenn  of  the  17th  March,  1857,  to  have 
Vh  account  with  a  banker,  into  which  the  premiums  and 
other  monies  received  by  Fenn  in  respect  of  the  under- 
writing business  were  to  be  paid,  William  Sharp  the 
younger  supplying  Fenn  with  the  necessary  funds  to  make 
all  payments  and  advances  in  respect  thereof. 

After  his  marriage  William  Sharp  the  younger  kept  no 
hanking  account,  Fenn  giving  him  cheques  from  time  to 
time  for  the  sums  which  he  was  allowed  to  draw,  (i.  e,) 
which  were  drawn  for  his  purposes  out  of  the  business, 
8uch  cheques  being  paid  by  Sharp  the  younger  into  the 
Defendant's  banking  account  with  Messrs.  Hankey,  on 
whom  the  Defendant  permitted  William  Sharp  the  younger 
to  draw  cheques  until  Nov.  1859,  when  the  Defendant  put 
a  stop  to  his  son's  drawing  cheques. 

Before  the  marriage,  under  the  agreement  of  tlie  17th 
March,  1857,  the  salary  of  Fenn  was  to  be  paid  by  William 
Sharp  the  younger,  who  alone,  under  that  agreement,  was 
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1865.       liable  to  Fenn  for  it.     After  the  marriage  Fenn  drew  his 

BuLLBM      salary  out  of  the  funds  of  the  underwriting  busine»8y  widi 

Sharv.       ^^  sanction  and  authority  of  the  Defendant  and  John 

Donnisorif  to  whom  those  funds  had  been  assigned,  and  to 

whom  Fenn  was  accountable  for  them. 

Add  these  facts  to  the  fact  of  the  original  restriction, 
which  was  never  relaxed,  upon  William  Sharp  the  younger't 
taking  any  risk  without  the  consent  of  Fenn,  and  to  the 
fact  that  Fenn,  who,  before  the  marriage  settlement,  had 
held  all  the  monies,  earnings,  profits  and  emoluments  of 
the  underwriting  business  which  came  to  his  hands  at 
agent  for  William  Sharp  the  younger, — held  them^ after  the 
marriage  settlement,  for  the  trustees  of  it, — and  the  abso- 
lute nullity  of  William  Sharp  the  younger  as  a  principal, 
though  held  out  as  such,  in  the  carrying  on  of  the  business 
from  the  date  of  his  marriage  and  at  the  date  of  the  policy 
sued  on,  will  be  manifest.  His  position,  as  between  him, 
the  Defendant,  and  Fenn,  was  little  better  than  that  of  an 
under  clerk,  whose  part  it  was  to  pretend  to  be  a  principal 
at  Lloyds,  and  underwrite  such  policies  as  Fenn  told  him 
to  underwrite. 

We  must  look  at  the  substance  of  the  new  arrangement, 
and  it  seems  to  me  impossible — though  there  was  no  formal 
attornment — to  dispute,  that  a  man  who,  holding  as  ma* 
nager  of  a  business,  and  agent  for  the  owner  of  it,  the  funds 
of  the  business,  consents,  under  an  arrangement  to  which 
the  owner  of  the  business  is  a  party,  to  continue  to  manage 
the  business  and  to  hold  the  funds  of  the  business  in  bis 
hands,  and  which  may  thereafter  come  into  his  hands,  for  a 
third  person  as  the  assignee  of  the  former  owner  of  them, 
and  to  take  his  salary  for  the  future  out  of  those  funds,  be- 
comes the  agent  of  such  third  person. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  statement  before  us  which 
renders  it  necessary,  if  we  affirm  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  impute  any  greater  blame  to 
the  Defendant  than  the  blame  which  may  be  thought,  under 
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inch  circnmstances,  to  attach  to  the  fact  of  his  defending        1B5^ 
this  action.     He  had  entered  into  an  honourable  engage-       Bullin 
ment  with  the  committee  at  Lloyds  to  supply  his  son  with 
faodfl  to  meet  any  losses  he  might  sustain,  to  the  extent  of 
(,000/.,  with  a  promise  that  he  would  never  let  his  son  stand 
iQ  want  of  further  aid  if  needed;  and  up  to  the  date  of  his 
son's  bankruptcy  he  does  not  appear  to  have  departed  from 
the  spirit  and  intention  of  that  engagement.     If  he  did  not 
revoke  it  when  the  marriage  settlement  was  executed,  or 
give  notice  to  the  committee  at  LlcydHs  of  the  new  arrange- 
ment then  made,  it  may  be  fairly  taken  to  have  been  be- 
cause he  intended  at  that  time  to  assume  the  entire  respon- 
Bibility  of  the  business.     He  has  probably,  since  his  son's 
bankruptcy,  been  induced  to  hope  that  because  the  Defend, 
inU  in  Cox  v.  Hickman^  though  they  shared  in  an  indirect 
ind  exceptional  way,  as  the  only  means  open  to  them  of 
mitigating  a   loss  already   sustained,  the  profits   of  the 
iUi'kion  Iron  Company^  were  held  not  liable  for  its  debts, 
tbe  Defendant  here,  though  he  shared,  under  a  voluntary 
and  express  agreement  to  share,  and  in  the  plain  and  ordi- 
nary sense  of  sharing,  and  with  the  advantage  of  an  abso- 
lute preference  and  priority,  the  profits  of  the  underwriting 
business,  might  also  escape  liability.     His  advisers  have 
not  adverted   to  the  fact  that  the  Defendants  in  Cox  v. 
Bichman  did  not,  and  that  he,  the  Defendant  in  this  case 
did,  through  an  agent  appointed  and  paid  by  him,  carry  on 
the  business  out  of  which  the  profits  which  he  shared,  and 
which,  in  a  very  probable  state  of  things,  he  was  entitled 
^  engross,  were  made. 

'n  the  course  of  the  argument  much,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
of  undeserved  disparagement  was  bestowed  upon  the  case 
of  Waugh  v.  Carver  (a),  and  other  cases  decided  by  learned 
judges  of  the  highest  authority,  in  which  persons  shown  to 
nave  been  participators  in  the  profits  of  a  business  have,  in 
tne  absence  of  countervailing  evidence,  and  on  account  of 

(a)  2  H.  BL  235 ;   1  Sm,  L.  C.  818,  5lh  ed. 
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1865.  the  great  improbability  that  they  to  whom  a  business  does 
BuLLBN  not  belong  should  be  allowed  by  those  who  have  the  actual 
Shabp.  management  of  it  to  take  its  profits^  been  held  liable  for 
its  losses.  The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords^  in  the 
case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman,  was  treated  as  an  unexpected 
manifestation  of  a  concealed  or  forgotten  principle,  at 
length  happily  discovered  and  invoked  for  the  correction 
of  an  obstinate  error.  But  in  the  cases  which  have  been 
thus  decried,  the  doctrine  in  Cox  v.  Hickman,  that  the  law 
of  partnership  is  but  a  branch  of  the  law  of  principal  and 
agent,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  overlooked  ;  nor,  as  is 
well  explained  in  that  case  by  Lord  Cranworth,  has  a  par- 
ticipation of  profits  in  determining  the  question  of  part- 
nership liability  as  respects  third  parties  ever  been  relied 
upon,  except  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  the  inquiry 
whether  the  person  benefiting  by  the  pro6ts  of  a  business 
was  in  truth,  though  not  ostensibly,  a  principal,  on  whose 
behalf,  by  an  agent,  it  was  carried  on. 

That  the  Defendant,  afler  his  son's  marriage,  did,  in  his 
son's  name,  carry  on  the  underwriting  business,  is,  I  think, 
the  right  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts  before  us. 
In  this  view  of  them,  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman,  ex- 
pressly recognized  as  sound  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  the  judgment  appealed  against,  is  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  that  judgment  ought  in  my  opinion  to  be 
affirmed. 

PiGOTT,  B.  This  case  comes  before  the  Court  of  Error 
by  way  of  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  and  the  question  raised  by  it  is,  whether  the 
Defendant  is  liable  on  a  policy  as  a  partner  with  his  son, 
in  whose  name  it  was  underwritten  for  100/.  The  facts  are 
stated,  and  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to  draw  any  reasonable 
inferences  from  them.  The  effect  of  them  seems  to  be  as 
follows : — 

On  the  17th  March,  1857,  the  Defendant,  through  Fenn, 
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an  iinderwritery  got  his  son  admitted  as  a  member  at  Lloyds       1865, 
upon  a  promise  made  to  Fenn  to  place  at  FenrCs  disposal       Bdllbn 
BflOOL,  **  and  further  aid  if  necessary."     In  May  in  the       Sbabf. 
same  year  there  was  an  agreement  made  between  Sharp 
junior,  and  Fenn,  as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  business. 
It  contained  ten  heads  of  agreement,  the  material  effect 
being  that  the  subscriptions  were  to  be  in  the  name  of 
iSAorp  junior,  but  the  entire  business  to  be  transacted  by 
Fenn  at  his  counting-house  in  the  same  way  and  to  the 
same  extent  only  as  he  acted  on  his  own  account     For 
these  services  Fenn  was  to  be  paid  300/.  a-year,  and  Sharp 
junior,  stipulated  that  no  risk  was  to  be  taken  by  him 
without  the  consent  of  Fenn.  ^ 

In  May,  1857,  three  letters  passed   between  LloyiTs 

committee,  Fenn,  and  Sharp  senior.      They  show  that 

UoycTs    committee    were    anxious    to    be    assured    that 

Siorp  junior  really  had  the  5,000/.    Thereupon  Defendant 

agreed  with  Fenn  *'  to  hold "  that  sum  for  his  son  as 

"freely  available  for  his  underwriting  account."    And  Fenn 

informed  the  committee  that  "  he  had  the  6,000/.  for  the 

use  of  the  son,  with  a  further  assurance  of  more  funds  if 

necessary."     And  in  November,  1858,  it  was  agreed  by 

Fenn  and  Sharp  junior  to  extend  the  business  by  "  writing 

double."      "In  consequence  of  this  arrangement"  (it  is 

said)  Sharp  junior  wrote  to  Sharp  senior  (Defendant)  a 

letter  dated  1  st  January^  1 859,  agreeing,  in  consideration 

of  his  guaranty  of  5,000/.,  to  pay  him  an  annuity  of  500/. 

(with  a  possible  increase  at  the  end  of  three  years  in  case 

the  business  proved  profitable  to  an  extent  mentioned), 

and  stating  in  conclusion  that  in  no  case  was  Sharp  senior 

to  be  considered  a  partner. 

On  2nd  July,  1859,  there  was  a  further  agreement  be- 
tween Sharp  junior,  and  Fenn^  whereby  FenrCs  agency 
Was  to  be  continued  till  December,  1870,  with  power  re- 

VOL.I.— C.  P.  L 
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1865.       served  to  Sharp  junior  to  put  an  end  to  it  after  December, 

BvLLEv       1864,  by  six  months'  notice. 

Shj^rp.  In  August,  1859,  on  the  marriage  of  5Aarp  junior,  there 

was  a  deed  of  settlement  executed,  of  which  the  Defendant 
and  John  Donnison  were  made  trustees.  It  recites  the 
before-named  agreements,  and  provides  that  "all  the  money, 
earnings,  profits  and  emoluments  now  in  Fenns  hands,  or 
which  should  thereafter  come  into  them,  are  thereby  as- 
signed to  the  trustees"  (a  power  of  attorney  to  them  to  sue 
and  give  discharges  for  the  same  being  added).  And 
Sharp  junior  thereby  also  directs  and  orders  Fenn  and 
others,  his  agents  for  the  time  being  in  the  business,  to  pay 
all  the  monies,  earnings,  profits  and  emoluments  to  the  trus- 
tees. The  trusts  are— First,  to  pay  Sharp  senior's  auQuity 
under  the  agreement  of  the  1st  January,  1859,  and,  next, 
to  pay  Sharp  junior  an  annuity  of  5001, ;  then  to  invest 
the  profits  till  they  amount  to  3,500/.  and  remain  at  that 
amount  for  two  years;  then  to  pay  Sharp  junior  750i!. 
instead  of  500/.  per  annum,  and  further  to  accumulate  the 
profits  till  they  amount  to  8,500/.  and  remain  at  that 
amount  for  two  years ;  then  to  re-assign  the  profits  to  Sharp 
junior.  There  is  also  a  power  to  pay  off  the  5,000/.,  with 
further  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Sliarp  junior's  family. 
Sharp  junior  covenants  also  with  the  trustees,  in  case 
Fenn  should  die,  to  appoint  immediately  another  competent 
person  to  act  in  the  same  capacity.  After  this  Fenn  con- 
tinued to  act  as  agent  in  carrying  on  the  business. 

Sharp  junior  had  no  banker;  Fenn,  in  fact,  received 
and  paid  all  monies,  giving  Sharp  junior  cheques  from 
time  to  time,  which  were  taken  by  him  and  paid  into 
Defendant's  banhing  account,  at  Messrs.  Hanhey  ^  Co^s, 
Defendant  allowing  him  to  draw  cheques  on  his  bankers 
till  November,  1859,  when  he  put  a  stop  to  his  son's  power 
of  drawing  cheques.  On  the  22nd  December,  1857,  the 
Plaintiff's  policy  was  underwritten,  by  Fenn's  clerk,  in  the 
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son's  name,  and  in  February ^  I860,  he  stopped  payment.       1865« 
The  case  does  not  state  whether  any  part  of  the  guaranteed      Bollen 
5,0002!.  still  remains  in  the  hands  of  Sharp  senior.     Upon       sharp. 
these  facts  we  are  asked  if  Defendant  is  liable  on  this 
policy  as  a  partner  with  his  son.   The  principle  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  case  is  stated  in  Cox  v.  Hickman  {a\  in  the  very 
clear  judgment  of  Lord  Cranworthyih\iB\  p.  306,  "The  real 
ground  of  the  liability"  (as  a  partner)  'Ms,  that  the  trade  has 
been  carried  on  by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf"  (that  is,  of 
the  person  sought  to  be  made  liable)  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  "  t.  e.  that  he 
stood  in  the  relation  of  principal  towards  the  persons  acting 
ostensibly  as  the  traders,  by  whom  the  liabilities  have  been 
incurred,  and  under  whose  management  the  profits  have  been 
made."  Now,  applying  this  exposition  of  the  law  of  partner- 
ship to  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  I  find  that  the  contract 
in  question  is  made  by  Fenn  in  iSAarp  junior's  name,  and  the 
question,  therefore,  is,  whose  agent  was  Fenn^  or,  in  other 
words,  although  apparently  acting  for  Sharp  junior,  alone, 
was  he  really  acting  for  both  the  Sharps?    The  facts  show 
that  the  machinery  was  originally  designed  hy  Sharp  senior; 
that  he  set  Fenn  in  motion  to  treat  with  Lloyds  committee 
for  the  son's  admission  there ;   that  he  found  the  whole 
<^pital,  and  was  to  provide  more  if  necessary ;  that  he  tied 
^p  the  actions  of  iSAarp  junior,  by  the  agreement  between 
Urn  and  Fenn^  so  that  the  son  might  be  truly  said  to  be  in 
leadmg-strings  as  regards  any  management  of  the  business. 
So  far  Defendant  had  planned  only  the  future  conduct  of  the 
business.     But  then  in  the  course  of  it  we  find  that  he  is 
actively  takmg  some,  though,  it  may  be,  a  slight  part.   For 
ustance,  it  would  be  necessary  that  application  should  be 
'^m  time  to  time  made  to  him,  as  capital  was  wanted  by  Fenn, 
Hewould  have  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  necessity  of  these  ad- 
^ces,  and  to  make  them.    Then,  as  he  was  expressly  to 

(a)  8  H.  L.  C.  268. 
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1 865.  receive  all  the  proceeds  under  the  settlement^  and  did  so  in  fact 
BuLLBN  at  his  bankers  from  the  commencement^  this  would  necessarily 
Sbarf.  involve  him  to  some  extent  in  the  accounts  of  the  business ; 
buty  beyond  this,  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  the  effect  of 
the  indefinite  promise  to  give  further  aid  beyond  the  5,000/. 
would  be  to  keep  in  his  own  power  a  large  control  over  the 
business  and  the  agent;  for,  having  regard  to  the  large 
profits  which  were  calculated  upon  in  the  settlement,  it  is 
manifest  that  further  capital  would  be  required,  and  the 
Defendant's  promise  of  further  aid,  being  of  the  very  vaguest 
kind,  would  be  of  no  real  binding  obligation  in  law.  When, 
therefore,  further  capital  was  wanted,  it  would  rest  with 
Defendant  to  advance  it  or  stop  the  business.  But  beyond 
all  these  facts  the  Defendant,  by  the  marriage  settlement, 
is  the  first  (after  deducting  the  agent's  salary)  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  profits,  and  by  possibility  might  engross  them 
all.  Now,  this,  though  alone  not  the  perfect  test  of  part-' 
nership,  yet  it  is  still  to  be  taken  into  consideration  as  one 
circumstance  with  others.  In  Lord  CranwortVs  judgment 
he  says  on  this  subject,  p.  306,  '^  A  right  to  participate  in 
profits  affords  cogent,  oflen  conclusive  evidence,  that  the 
trade  in  which  the  profits  have  been  made  was  carried  on  in 
part  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  person  setting  up  such  a  claim." 
What,  then,  is  the  fair  inference  to  draw  from  the  foregoing 
facts  ?  I  think  it  is,  clearly,  that  the  Defendant  is  not  a 
mere  mortgagee  of  the  profits,  but  a  large  sharer  in  tliem,  with 
a  control  over  the  business,  and,  as  I  think,  having  a  further 
interest.  That  he  had  in  fact  a  twofold  interest :  one  con- 
sisting in  the  capital  embarked,  and  the  return  often  (pos- 
sibly more)  per  cent,  thereon ;  the  other,  the  object  of 
advancing  his  son  by  establishing  a  business  as  under- 
writer, ultimately  for  the  son's  benefit,  without  incurring, 
in  course  of  doing  so,  a  risk  of  loss  through  his  son's  inex- 
perience. 

Further,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  son's  position  through- 
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oat  points  to  the  same  conclusion.     For,  if  the  Defendant       1865. 

is  not  a  partner^  it  follows  that  the  son  is  the  only  principal,       Bulleh 

a  supposition  very  diflScuIt  to  reconcile  with  the  following 

facts,  viz : — He  would  be  a  sole  principal,  yet  not  intrusted 

with  either  possession  or  disposition  of  one  shilling  of  the 

entire  capital  of  his  business.    Then,  even  assuming  that 

be  had  nominated  the  agent  Fenuy  he  is  bound  to  him  for 

a  long  term  of  years  without  the  power  of  displacing  him. 

He  contracts  with  his  own  agent  that  he  will  not  incur  a 

risk  in  his  own  business  without  that  agent's  consent,  a  term 

evidently  imposed  upon  him  by  his  father,  it  not  being  for 

the  benefit  of  the  other  contracting  party. 

The  result  of  the  whole  seems  to  me  to  be  that  by  a 
circuitous  mode  Fenn  has  been  placed  by  Defendant  in  a 
position  to  carry  on  this  business,  with  an  intention  on 
Defendant's  part,  doubtless,  to  allow  his  son  to  participate 
in  the  profits  of  it  for  a  term,  and,  ultimately,  when  esta- 
blished, and  himself  repaid,  then  for  the  benefit  of  his  son 
altogether.     I  do  not,  in  coming  to  this  conclusion,  find 
it  necessary  to  impute  fraud  to  the  Defendant ;  the  utmost 
to  be  urged  against  him  is  that  he  has  endeavoured  (if  the 
law  will  permit  it)  to  carry  on  a  business  without  making 
bimself  responsible  for  its  losses  as  a  partner.     But  (in- 
voking again  the  language  of  Lord  Cranworth)  in  Cox  v. 
Bickman,  p. 308,  "this  is  no  reason  for  holding  him  not  to  be 
Kable,  if,  on  strict  principles  of  mercantile  law,  he  is  so."  The 
difficulty  mainly  consists  in  the  nature  of  the  business,  and 
the  form  in  which  the  question  is  presented  to  the  Court. 
But,  on  the  whole,  it  seems  to  be  only  a  proper  use  of  the 
power  of  drawing  reasonable  inferences  to  say  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  that  this  business  does  appear  to  have  been  carried 
on  on  behalf  of  both  the  Defendant  and  Sharp  junior,  and, 
consequently,  that  there  is  a  partnership  with  all  the  or- 
<Jinary  consequences   of  that   relationship.     I,  therefore, 
tbink  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  should  be 
affirmed. 
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1865.  Bi4AGKBURiry  J.    This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  ia- 

BuLLEN  suranee  against  the  Defendant  as  underwriter.  The  policy 
SHARr.  ^^^  actually  underwritten  in  the  name  of  the  Defendant's 
son.  The  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  Defendant 
was  a  partner  in  the  underwriting  business  carried  on  in  bis 
son's  name  so  as  to  make  him  liable  to  third  persons  on 
contracts  made  in  the  course  of  that  business.  On  the 
trial  a  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  Plaintifis, 
subject  to  a  special  case,  as  part  of  which  it  was  agreed  that 
the  Court  might  draw  any  reasonable  inferences  of  fact. 
The  Court  below  have  determined  the  question  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiffs.  The  case  is  brought  before  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber,  under  the  32nd  section  of  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  by  which  this  Court  is  re- 
quired to  give  the  same  judgment  as  ought  to  have  been 
given  in  the  Court  below,  and  to  draw  any  inferences  of  fact 
which  the  Court  below  ought  to  have  drawn.  And  in  the 
fulfilment  of  this  duty  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  below  ought  to  be  reversed,  as  I  think  that 
the  Defendant  is  not  shown  to  have  been  a  partner  in  the 
business  carried  on  in  his  son's  name.  The  case  of  Cox  v. 
Hickman  (a),  being  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  the 
ultimate  Court  of  Appeal,  overrules  all  earlier  authorities 
inconsistent  with  that  decision,  and,  so  far  as  tlie  judgment 
goes,  fixes  the  law  in  this  country.  We  are  not  bound  by 
all  that  is  said  in  the  course  of  a  judgment  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  but  that  which  appears  to  be  the  rule  established  by 
the  decision  of  that  tribunal  is  binding  not  only  on  all 
inferior  tribunals  in  this  country,  but  even  on  that  House 
itself  when  sitting  judicially.  In  Kilshaw  v.  Jukes  {b\ 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  as  to  the  effect  of  the  decision  in  Cox  v.  Hick^ 
man,  Wightman,  J.,  expressing  an  opinion  that  the  cir* 
cumstances  of  that  case  were  so  peculiar  that  the  decision 
was  hardly  applicable  to  any  other,  whilst  my  Brother 

(a)  8  H.  L.  C.  268.  (6)  3  JB.  ^  S.  847. 
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Mellar  and  I  thoaght  that  the  decision  of  the  House  of       1866. 
Lords  was  of  general  application.     This  case  was  referred       bullek 
to  in  the  argument  in  the  Court  below,  but  does  not  seem 
to  have  heea  much  considered  in  any  of  the  judgments.   It 
seemsy  however,  so  far  as  we  can  collect  from  the  reasons 
given  by  the  different  judges  below,  that  they  rather  agreed 
with  tVightman,  J.,  than  with  the  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench.    The  first  point,  therefore,  to  be  deter- 
mined in  the  present  case  is,  what  really  was  the  effect  of 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Cox  v.  Hickman. 
Prior  to  that  decision  the  dictum  of  De  Grey^  C.  J.,  in 
Grace  v.  8milh{a),  that  ''every  man  who  has  a  share 
of  the  profits  of  a  trade,  ought  also  to  bear  his  share  of 
the  loss,"  had  been  adopted  as  the  ground  of  the  judg- 
ment in   Waugh  v.  Carver  (b),  where  it  was  laid  down, 
p.  247,  that   ''  he  who  takes  a  moiety  of  all  the  profits 
indefinitely,  shall,  by  operation  of  law,  be  made  liable 
to  losses,  if  losses  arise,  upon  the  principle  that  by  taking 
a  part  of  the  profits,  he  takes  from  the  creditors  a  part 
of  that  fund  which  is  the  proper  security  to  them  for  the 
payment  of  their  debts."     This  decision  had  never  been 
OTerruled.    The  reasoning  on  which  it  proceeds  seems  to 
have  been  generally  acquiesced  in  at  the  time,  and  when 
more  recently  it  was  disputed,  it  was  a  common  opinion,  in 
which  1  for  one  participated,  that  the  doctrine  had  become 
so  inveterately  part  of  the  law  of  England,  that  it  would 
require  legislation  to  reverse  it     In  Cox  v.  Hickman  (c)  the 
creditors  of  a  trader  had  agreed  that  their  debtor's  trade 
should  be  carried  on  for  the  purpose  of  paying  them  their 
debts  out  of  the  profits ;  and  the  composition  deed  to  which 
they  were  parties  secured  to  them  a  property  in  the  profits. 
The  rule  laid  down  in  Waugh  v.  Carver,  if  logically  fol- 
lowed out,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  all  the  creditors  who 

(fl)  2  W.  Blacks.  998,  1000. 

(6)  2  H.  Blacks.  235;  1  Smith,  L.  C,  818,  6th  ed. 

(c)  8  H.  L.  C.  268. 
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1865.  assented  to  this  deed,  and,  by  so  doing,  agreed  to  take  the 
BuLLBx  profits,  were  individually  liable  as  partners :  but  when  it 
Sharf.  was  sought  to  apply  the  rule  to  such  an  extreme  case,  it 
was  questioned  whether  the  rule  itself  was  really  established. 
There  was  a  very  great  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the 
Judges  who  decided  the  case  in  its  various  stages  below, 
and  also  amongst  those  consulted  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
In  the  result  the  House  of  Lords,  consisting  of  Lord 
Campbell  (Chancellor),  Lords  Brougham^  Cranwort/i, 
Wensleydale  and  Chelmsford,  unanimously  decided  that 
the  creditors  were  not  partners. 

The  judgments  of  Lord  Crawiror^A  and  of  Lord  Wensley^ 
dale  bear  internal  evidence  of  having  been  written.  Lord 
Campbell,  C,  and  Lords  Brougham  and  Chelmsford,  said 
a  few  words  expressing  their  concurrence.  ^It  is,  therefore, 
in  the  written  judgments,  and  more  especially  in  the  ela- 
borate judgment  of  Lord  Cranworth,  that  we  must  look 
for  the  ratio  decidendi.  Now  we  find  Lord  Cranworth 
says  (a),  p.  306,  ''It  was  argued  that  as  they  would  be 
interested  in  the  profits,  therefore  they  would  be  part- 
ners. But  this  is  a  fallacy.  It  is  often  said  that  the 
test,  or  one  of  the  tests,  whether  a  person  not  ostensibly 
a  partner,  is  nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a  part- 
ner, is,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits. 
This,  no  doubt,  is,  in  general,  a  sufficiently  accurate  test; 
for  a  right  to  participate  in  profits  affords  cogent,  often 
conclusive  evidence,  that  the  trade  in  which  the  profits 
have  been  made,  was  carried  on  in  part  for  or  on  behalf  of 
the  person  setting  up  such  a  claim.  But  the  real  ground 
of  the  liability  is  that  the  trade  has  been  carried  on  by 
persons  acting  on  his  behalf.  When  that  is  the  case,  he  is 
liable  to  the  trade  obligations,  and  entitled  to  its  profits,  or 
to  a  share  of  them.  It  is  not  strictly  correct  to  say  that  his 
right  to  share  in  the  profits  makes  him  liable  to  the.  debts 
of  the  trade.    The  correct  mode  of  stating  the  proposition 

(fl)  8  H.  L.  C.  268. 
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is  to  say  that  the  same  thing  which  entitles  him  to  the  one       1865. 
makes  him  liable  to  the  other,  namely,  the  fact  that  the      bdllex 
trade  has  b^n  carried  on  on  his  behalf,  t.  f.,  that  he  stood 
in  the  relation  of  principal  towards  the  persons  acting  os- 
tensibly  as  the  traders,  by  whom  the  liabilities  have  been 
incurred,  and  under  whose  management  the  profits  have 
been  made.    Taking  this  to  be  the  ground  of  liability  as  a 
partner,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that  the  mere  concurrence 
of  creditors  in  an  arrangement  under  which  they  permit 
their  debtor,  or  trustees  for  their  debtor,  to  continue  his 
trade,  applying  the  profits  in  discharge  of  their  demands, 
does  not  make  them  partners  with  their  debtor,  or  the  trus- 
tees.    The  debtor  is  still  the  person  solely  interested  in  the 
profits,  save  only  that  he  has  mortgaged  them  to  his  credi- 
tors.    He  receives  the  benefit  of  the  profits  as  they  accrue, 
though  he  has  precluded  himself  from  applying  them  to  any 
other  purpose  than  the  discharge  of  his  debts.    The  trade 
is  not  carried  on  by  or  on  account  of  the  creditors;  though 
their  consent  is  necessary  in  such  a  case,  for  without  it  all 
the  property  might  be  seized  by  them  in  execution.     But 
the  trade  still  remains  the  trade  of  the  debtor  or  his  trus- 
tees ;  the  debtor  or  the  trustees  are  the  persons  by  or  on 
behalf  of  whom  it  is  carried  on."     He  afterwards  adds, 
p.  309,  '^  The  authorities  cited  in  argument  did  not  throw 
much  light  upon  the  subject.      I  can  find  no  case  in  which 
a  person  has  been  made  liable  as  a  dormant  or  sleeping 
partner,  where  the  trade  might  not  fairly  be  said  to  have 
been  carried  on  for  him,  together  with  those  ostensibly 
conducting  it,  and  when,  therefore,  he  would  stand  in  the 
position  of  principal  towards  the  ostensible  members  of  the 
firm  as  his  agents."     And  Lord  Wemleydale  says,  p.  312, 
''a  man  who  allows  another  to  carry  on  trade,  whether  in 
his  own  name  or  not,  to  buy  and  sell,  and  to  pay  over  all 
the  profits  to  him,  is  undoubtedly  the  principal,  and  the 
person  so  employed  is  the  agent,  and  the  principal  is  liable 
fur  the  agent's  contracts  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
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^865*  So  if  two  or  more  agree  that  tbey  should  cany  on  a  trade, 
BuLLBN  ^"^  share  the  profits  of  it,  each  is  a  principal,  and  each  is 
Sharp.  *^  agent  for  the  other,  and  each  is  bound  by  the 
other's  contract  in  carrying  on  the  trade,  as  much  as 
a  single  principal  would  be  by  the  act  of  an  agent,  who 
was  to  give  the  whole  of  the  proBts  to  his  employer. 
Hence  it  becomes  a  test  of  the  liability  of  one  for  the  con- 
tract of  another,  that  he  is  to  receive  the  whole  or  a  part 
of  the  profits  arising  from  that  contract  by  virtue  of  the 
agreement  made  at  the  time  of  the  employment  I  believe 
this  is  the  true  principle  of  partnership  liability.  Perhaps 
the  maxim  that  he  who  partakes  the  advantage  ought  to 
bear  the  loss,  often  stated  in  the  earlier  cases  on  this 
subject,  is  only  the  consequence,  not  the  cause,  why  a  man 
is  made  liable  as  a  partner.  Can  we  then  collect  from 
the  trust  deed  that  each  of  the  subscribing  creditors  is  a 
partner  with  the  trustees  and  by  the  mere  signature  of  the 
deed  constitutes  them  his  agents  for  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness on  the  account  of  himself  and  the^rest  of  the  creditors  ? 
1  think  not.*'  And  he  aflerwards  gives  as  the  reason  of  his 
decision,  p.  314,  that  in  the  particular  case  there  was  not 
"such  a  participation  of  profits  as  to  constitute  the  re- 
lation of  principal  and  agent  between  the  creditors"  (the 
Defendants)  "  and  the  trustees "  who  actually  made  the 
contract  sued  on. 

I  think  that  the  ratio  decidendi  is,  that  the  proposition 
laid  down  in  Waugh  v.  Carver,  viz.,  that  a  participation  in 
the  profits  of  a  business  does  of  itself,  by  opemtion  of  law, 
constitute  a  partnership,  is  not  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law  o( England;  but  that  the  true  question  is,  as  stated  by 
Lord  Cranworth,  whether  the  trade  is  carried  on  on  behalf 
of  the  person  sought  to  be  charged  as  a  partner,  the  parti- 
cipation in  the  profits  being  a  most  important  element  in 
determining  that  question,  but  not  being  in  itself  decisive ; 
the  test  being,  in  the  language  of  Lord  WensleydaUj  whether 
it  is  such  a  participation  of  profits  as  to  constitute  the  rela^ 
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tion  of  principal  and  agent  between  the  person  taking  the  1866. 
profits  and  those  actually  carrying  on  the  business.  I  do  bollem 
not  think  it  is  proper  for  us  to  inquire  whether  ihin  rule  of  «• 

law  is  more  or  less  expedient  than  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Wttwgh  ▼.  Carver.    That  is  a  question  for  the  legislaturoi 
who  may  alter  the  law  as  to  them  seems  right    We  hare 
ody  to  administer  it,  and  to  proceed  to  apply  what  we 
consider  to  be  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  to  the 
&cts  in  the  present  case.     The  case  contains  a  power  to 
draw  inferences  of  fact,  and  therefore  it  is  open  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  contend  that  we  should  draw  the  inference  that 
the  transactions  stated  in  the  case  were  not  really  what 
they  appear  to  be.     I  shall  afterwards  deal  with  the  ques- 
tion how  far  I  think  such  inferences  ought  to  be  drawn ; 
at  present  I  shall  consider  the  case  on  the  supposition  that 
the  Tarious  transactions  between  ihe  parties  really  were  what 
they  purport  to  be.     It  appears,  then,  that  in  March,  1857, 
the  son  of  the  Defendant  entered  into  a  written  agreement 
with  Mr.  Fenn,  an  underwriter,  which  is  set  out  in  the  4th 
paragraph  of  the  case.     By  this  agreement  the  son  was  to 
be»an  underwriter,  but  the  management  of  the  business 
was  to  be  confided  to  Fenn,  who,  in  consideration  of  a 
salary  of  300/.  a-year,  was  to  act  for  the  son.     On  the 
same  day  on  which  this  agreement  was  made,  the  Defendant 
authorized  Mr.  Fenn  to  state  to  the  committee  of  LloycTs 
^at  he,  the  Defendant,  had  placed  at  Mr.  Fenns  disposal 
^yOOO/.,  and  intended  to  give  his  son  further  aid  if  needed. 
Iq  November,  1858,  it  was  resolved  to  extend  the  business 
carried  on  by  Fenn  in  the  name  of  the  son,  and  by  an 
agreement  between  them  Fenn's  salary  was  raised  to  350/. 
On  the  Ist  oi  January,  1859,  the  son  signed  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  the  Defendant,  which  is  set  out  in  paragraph  1 1 
of  the  case.     By  it,  in  consideration  of  the  Defendant's 
guaranteeing  the  son  to  the  extent  of  5,000/.  in  his  business 
of  an  underwriter,  until  by  such  business  he  should  acquire 
the  clear  sum  of  5;000/.|  the  son  promised  to  pay  during 
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1865^  their  joint  lives  an  annuity  of  600Z.  a-year,  to  be  increased 
BuLLEH  in  case  one- fourth  of  the  son's  average  annual  net  profits 
Sharp.  during  the  first  three  years  should  exceed  500/.,  to  a  sum 
equal  to  one- fourth  of  such  net  average  annual  profits.  This 
arrangement,  as  worded,  would  not  increase  the  annuity 
unless  the  son's  average  net  profits  during  the  first  three 
years  exceeded  2,000/.  a-year,  so  that  it  would  seem  the^ 
parties  contemplated  carrying  on  a  business  much  more 
extensive  than  was  justified  by  a  capital  of  5,000/.,  and  it 
is  not  very  surprising  to  find  that  before  the  three  years' 
end  the  son  was  a  bankrupt.  It  was  expressly  stipulated 
in  the  letter  that  the  Defendant  should  not  be  a  partner 
with  his  son  in  his  business.  This  last  stipulation  is  binding 
between  them,  but  does  not  afiect  third  parties,  and,  conse- 
quently, the  first  question  we  have  to  determine  is,  whether 
this  agreement  did  constitute  a  partnership  as  to  third 
parties.  And  I  think  that,  assuming  it  to  represent  the 
real  transaction,  it  did  not  constitute  a  partnership.  It  is 
not  an  arrangement  by  which  the  Defendant  agrees  to  carry 
on  the  trade  in  the  name  of  his  son^  nor  even  one  in  which 
he  stipulates  for  a  portion  of  the  profits  of  that  trade,  but 
it  is  a  purchase  of  an  annuity  secured  only  by  the  personal 
promise  of  the  son ;  the  consideration  being  that  the  De- 
fendant binds  himself  to  make  advances  to  the  son  to  the 
extent  of  5,000/.  when  required  in  the  business.  In  Attgust, 
1859,  the  son  married,  and  prior  to  his  marriage  he  executed 
a  deed  of  settlement,  which  is  made  part  of  this  case.  This 
deed  was  between  the  son  of  the  first  part,  the  intended 
wife  of  the  second  part,  and  two  trustees  (of  whom  the 
Defendant  was  one)  of  the  third  part.  It  recites  the  agree-  . 
ments  between  the  son  and  Fenn  for  carrying  on  the  son's 
business  under  the  management  of  Fenn^  and  also  the 
agreements  between  the  son  and  the  Defendant,  by  which 
the  son  bound  himself  to  pay  the  Defendant  an  annuity, 
and  an  agreement  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage,  by 
which  the  son  engaged  to  convey  some  railway  shares  and 
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other  property,  and  also  all  the  proceeds  of  his  under-        1865. 
writing  business,  to  trustees  on  certain  trusts;   and  then       bullch 
the  son  does,  by  the  deed,  assign  over  to  the  trustees  (one       ^  "" 
of  whom  is  the  Defendant)  all  monies  the  proceeds  of  the 
underwriting  business,  then  in  the  hands  of  Fenn,  or  any 
other  person  who  might  be  substituted  as  manager  of  the 
son's  business,  or  thereafter  so  to  be,  and  gave  them  a 
power  of  attorney  to  recover  such  monies  from  the  manager. 
And  ihen  the  indenture  declares  the  trusts  on  which  the 
monies  are  to  be  held.     These  are,  in  the  first  place,  to 
pay  the  annuity  to  the  Defendant    Next  to  pay  the  son  an 
allowance  of  600/.  a-year,  to  be  increased,  if  the  business 
prospered,  to  750/.    Then  to  accumulate  the  surplus  until 
it  amounted  to  8,500/.,  and  so  remain  for  two  years  without 
reduction,  when  the  engagement  to  pay  over  the  future 
proceeds  of  the  business  to  the  trustees  was  to  cease. 
There  is  a  proviso  that  at  any  time  during  the  continuance 
of  the  engagement,  the  trustees  were,  upon  the  request  of 
the  son,  or  his  manager  for  the  time  being,  to  raise  out  of 
tbe  property  assigned  by  the  son,  and  the  accumulated 
hnd,  any  sum  required  to   meet  emergencies  occurring 
in  the  underwiting  business.     The  ultimate  trusts  of  the 
Accumulated  fund,  when  it  should  have  remained  two  years 
without  reduction  at  the  sum  of  8,600/.,  were  to  repay  any 
^vances  made  by  the  Defendant  under  his  guarantee, 
*nd  subject  thereto  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  children. 
Such  a  settlement  as  this  would  be  very  inconvenient  in 
Diost  trades,  but  when  the  peculiar  nature  of  an  under- 
writing business,  as  carried  on  at  Lloyd's^  is  borne  in  mind, 
^  seems  a  prudent  enough  arrangement.     The  course  of 
hosiness  was  stated  in  Xenos  v.  Wickman  (a),  and  we  were 
uiformed,  during  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  it  was 
stated  accurately.     The   premiums  are   received   by  the 
hroker,  and,  out  of  those,  losses  and  returns  of  premium 
are  paid  by  him,  the  balance  being  paid  over  to  the  under- 

(a)  14  C.  B ,  N.  5.  435, 460. 
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1R65.  writer  at  stated  intervals.  So  long,  therefore,  as  the  losses 
BuLLBH  ^^  ^^^  exceed  the  ordinary  and  expected  average,  the 
Shakp.  underwriter  only  receives  money.  But  if  the  losses  ex- 
ceed the  average  so  that  the  whole  premiums  in  the  bands 
of  the  broker  are  absorbed  by  these  losses,  the  underwriter 
has  to  find  the  fimds  to  meet  the  excess ;  and  it  is  to  be 
anticipated  that  at  irregular  intervals  such  extraordinary 
losses  will  occur.  The  underwriter,  therefore,  ought  not  to 
spend  the  annual  proceeds  of  his  trade  as  if  they  were  clear 
gain,  but  should  keep  a  considerable  reserve  fund.  Now, 
if  by  a  settlement  an  underwriter  binds  himself  to  his  trustees 
to  limit  his  personal  expenditure,  and  to  put  the  residue  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  trade  in  their  hands  as  a  reserved  fund 
to  meet  the  emergencies  of  his  trade,  and,  subject  to  meet- 
ing those  emergencies,  to  form  a  fund  for  the  benefit  of  his 
family,  he  does  but  bind  himself  to  do  that  which  a  prudent 
man  ought  to  do  of  his  own  accord.  It  is  true  that,  by 
entering  into  this  agreement,  the  trustees  do  take  the  profits 
of  the  trade,  and,  whilst  Wavgk  v.  Carver  was  considered 
as  unqualified  law,  it  would  have  been  difficult  to  say  that 
they  did  not  thereby,  by  operation  of  law,  make  themselves 
partners  in  the  trade  and  personally  responsible,  though  it 
may  be  observed  that  they  do  not,  by  this  arrangement, 
withdraw  the  profits  from  the  reach  of  the  creditors,  but 
rather  secure  that  the  trader  shall  not  spend  them,  and 
that  they  shall  remain  as  a  fund  to  meet  emergencies. 
But  when  we  find  that  the  object  of  their  taking  the  profits 
of  the  trade  is  to  keep  them  as  a  reserved  fund  to  meet 
the  emergencies  of  the  business,  I  think  it  becomes  clear 
that,  though  they  take  the  profits,  they  do  not  cause  the 
business  to  be  carried  on  for  them;  that  the  participa* 
tion  is  not  such  as  to  constitute  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent  between  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  and  the 
underwriter;  and  that,  according  to  Cox  v.  Hickman^  is 
the  true  question.  I  think,  therefore,  that  such  a  settlement 
does  not  of  itself  make  the  trustees  partners  in  the  business. 
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In  the  present  case  the  first  trust  was  to  pay  the  Defendant       1865. 
his  annuity,  and  it  was  argued  that,  though  his  co-trustee,      Bullem 
3ir.  DonnUan,  might  not  be  a  partner  or  a  principal  in  the       Sbakp. 
underwriting  business  of  the  son,  yet  that  the  Defendant 
l>eing,  not  only  a  trustee,  but  also  beneficially  interested  in 
the  profits  when  received  by  him  and  his  co-trustees,  was 
m  partner.     But  if  the  previous  arrangement  between  the 
Defendant  and  his  son  was  really  what  it  purported  to  be, 
and  the  Defendant  really  was  an  annuity-creditor  of  his 
son,  this  arrangement  goes  no  farther  than  did  that  in  Cox 
v.  Hickman.    There  is  only  one  creditor  instead  of  many, 
but  in  every  other  respect  the  words  of  Lord  Cranworth  (a), 
already  cited,  are  strictly  applicable.   ''The  debtor"  (in  this 
case  the  son)  "is  still  the  person  solely  interested  in  the  profits, 
save  only  that  he  has  mortgaged  them  to  his  creditors"  (or  in 
this  case  transferred  a  part  of  them)  to  his  creditor,  the  De- 
fendant    The  son  receives  the  benefit  of  the  profits  as  they 
accrue,  though  he  has  precluded  himself  from  applying  this 
portion  of  them  to  any  other  purpose  than  the  payment  of  this 
annuity,  for  which  he  was  already  liable.    The  trade  is  not 
carried  on  by  or  on  account  of  the  annuitant  creditor.     I 
think,  therefore,  that  assuming  that  the  transactions  were 
really  what  they  purport  to  be,  the  Defendant  was  not 
liable  as  a  partner  in  the  business  carried  on  in  his  son's 
name* 

We  have  now  to  consider  whether  in  the  exercise  of 
the  power  to  draw  reasonable  inferences  of  fact,  we  ought 
to  draw  the  inference  that  in  reality  the  transactions  were 
not  such  as  they  purport  to  be,  but  that  they  were  a  cloak 
for  a  scheme  by  which  the  Defendant  really  carried  on  the 
business  for  himself.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  view  of 
the  matter  taken  by  JByks,  J.,  in  the  Court  below,  and  to 
have  to  some  extent  influenced  the  judgment  of  C.  J.  Erie, 
and  I  think  that  there  was  evidence  which,  had  the  case 
gone  to  the  jury,  must  have  been  submitted  to  them  in  sup- 

(a)  8  H.  L.  C.  306-7. 
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1865.       port  of  this  view  of  the  matter.    The  son  was  not  intrusted 
BuLLEN       with  the  management  of  his  own  business^  which  was  con- 
SHAkr.       ^^^^  entirely  to  Fenriy  and  the  5,000/.  which  the  Defendant 
had  stated  was  placed  at  FenrCs  disposal  was  kept  in  the 
hands  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  arrangement  by  which  the 
father  was  to  receive  an  annuity  of  500/.  a-year  is  based 
on  what  seems  to  me  a  very  exaggerated  estimate  of  the 
probable  profits  of  the  business,  and  all  this  is  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  original  intention  was  that  the 
business  should  be  the  father's,  carried  on  for  him  and 
under  his  control.     But  these  facts  are  also  quite  consistent 
with  the  supposition  that  there  was  a  distrust  of  the  son's 
steadiness  and  experience ;   and  that,  therefore,  though  he 
was  started  in  business  on  his  own  account  it  was  judged 
prudent  to  prevent  his  having  for  a  time  the  full  control  of 
his  business  and  his  funds.     And   on    the  point   which 
presses  roost  strongly  against   the  Defendant,  viz.,   the 
taking  what  seems  to  me  so  large  a  return  for  his  advances 
to  the  business,  we  are  left  in  ignorance  as  to  what  are  the 
usual  rates  of  interest  allowed  for  money  employed  in  the 
business  of  an  underwriter,  or  what  profits  might  honestly 
be  expected  to  arise  from  the  business.    On  these  points  a 
jury  would  themselves  probably  have  had  some  personal 
knowledge — we  have  none.     They  would  also  have  had  the 
benefit  of  hea  ring  the  evidence  of  the  two  Sharps  and  of  Feim^ 
who  might  have  been  examined  and  cross-examined,  and 
no  doubt  would  have  been  so  had  the  case  gone  to  the 
jury.     It  was  urged  by  Mr.  Lush  on  the  argument  before 
us,  Uiat  when  the  parties,  instead  of  going  to  a  jury,  agree 
that  the  facts  shall  be  stated  for  the  Court,  they  do^  im- 
pliedly admit  that  there  is  no  fraud  or  deceit  in  the  matter, 
and  that  the  power  reserved  to  the  Court  to  draw  inferences 
of  fact  should  be  understood  as  qualified  by  that  implied 
admission.    There  is  much  force  in  this  argument,  and 
without  going  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  Court  should  never 
draw  an  inference  of  fact  that  transactions  stated  in  a 
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ipecial  case  were  a  colour  and  cloak  to  conceal  something        1865. 
really  difierent,  I  certainly  think  that  no  such  inference       bullen 
shoold  be  drawn,  unless  it  is  very  clearly  bade  out   In  the        sbIrp. 
present  case  I  think  we  are  not  justified  in  drawing  any 
sach  inference. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  should  be  reversed. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  requests  me  to  say  that  he  con- 
curs in  this  judgment,  and  it  is  to  be  considered  as  his  as 
well  as  mine. 

Channell,  B.    The  question  for  our  decision  in  this 
case  is  whether  the  Defendant  is  liable  on  a  policy  of  in- 
surance*   The  policy  was  not  subscribed  by  him,  or  in  his 
name,  and  the  Defendant  can  only  be  hable  upon  it  on  the 
ground  that  the  policy  was  subscribed  by  some  person 
acting  as  his  agent  by  authority,  either  express  or  to  be  im- 
plied from  the  Defendant's  conduct.     If  it  were  subscribed 
in  the  due  course  of  the  business  of  a  partnership,  of  which 
the  Defendant  was  a  member,  then  the  person  subscribing 
would  be  the  Defendant's  agent,  and  would  derive  his  au- 
thority by  operation  of  law  from  the  existence  of  the  part- 
oership.     In  all  cases,  the  reason  for  which  a  man  is  held 
to  be  liable  as  being  a  partner  in  a  business,  for  contracts 
not  personally  entered  into  by  him,  is  to  be  found  in  the 
^  of  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  being  assumed  to 
exist  between  partners. 
Whatever  doubt  the  cases  of  Grace  v.  Smith  (a)  and  Waugh 
▼*  Carver(b)  may  have  given  rise  to,  must  be  taken,  I  think, 
^  be  set  at  rest  by  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (c)  in  the 
House  of  Lords.     I  agree  with  my  Brother  Blackburn,  in 
his  remarks  on  that  case,  that  we  are  not  bound  by  every 
reason  given  by  the  learned  lords  in  delivering  their  ppi- 

(u)  2  W.  Blacki,  998. 
4        (6)  2  H.  Biack$,  235 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  818, 5th  ed. 
(r)  8  H.  JL  C.  268. 

▼OL.  I.— c.  P.  M 
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1865.  nions— of  course  we  are  bound  by  the  ratio  decidendi  in 
Sullen  that  case.  It  is  to  be  collected  principally  from  the  judg- 
Sharp.  ments  of  Lord  Cranworth  and  Lord  Wensleydale,  with 
whose  opinions^  however,  the  other  learned  lords,  who 
took  part  in  the  decision,  entirely  agree.  As  my  Brother 
Blackburn  has  cited  the  more  important  passages  from 
the  elaborate  judgment  of  Lord  Cranworth^  and  as  I  agree 
with  my  brother  Blackburn  as  to  the  ratio  decidendi  in  that 
case,  I  content  myself  with  saying  that  I  adopt,  without  re* 
pealing  at  length,  his  views  as  to  the  effect  of  that  decision. 
I  think  that,  henceforth,  we  may  take  it  that  the  true  test, 
where  a  person  is  sought  to  be  made  liable  on  the  ground 
of  his  being  a  partner,  is  to  see  whether  he  has  constituted 
the  other  alleged  partner  his  agent,  in  respect  of  the  part- 
nership business,  and  that  taking  a  part  of  the  profits, 
though  cogent  evidence  of  this,  is  not  conclusive.  Mere 
participation  in  the  profits  is  not  sufficient  to  make  a  man 
bound  by  alleged  partnership  contracts,  if  the  facts  show 
that  he  had  not  constituted  the  others  his  agents. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  taking  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case  to  be  the  actual  facts,  I  cannot  see  any  agency  consti- 
tuted. It  is  clear,  in  the  first  place,  that  care  was  expressly 
taken  that  it  should  not  be  done,  and  certainly  none  can  be 
implied  from  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant  on  the  ground 
of  his  having  held  himself  out  as  a  partner,  for  it  is  stated 
that  the  Plaintiffs  did  not,  at  the  time  of  the  insurance, 
know  the  facts  upon  which  it  is  now  sought  to  make  the 
Defendant  liable.  In  what  other  way  then  could  authority 
be  conferred  ?  Only,  as  it  seems  to  me,  if  the  facts  showed 
that  the  business  was  really  the  business  oF  the  Defendant, 
carried  on  for  his  benefit,  and  not  of  his  son,  or  for  his  be- 
nefit together  with  his  son.  In  that  case,  having  accepted 
the  benefit  of  contracts  made  on  his  behalf  where  beneficial, 
he  would  be  precluded  from  repudiating  the  authority  of 
the  person  making  them  where  ihey  proved  unprofitable. 
Such  a  state  of  things  does  not  however  appear  from  the 
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mae,  as  the  (acts  are  there  stated.    It  was  the  business  of       1865. 
the  Defendant's  son.     The  Defendant  received  an  annuity       Bullbm 
of  6001.  in  consideration  of  his  guarantee  or  advance  of 
6,0002.     If  the  business  had  prospered,  the  surplus  would 
have  gone  to  benefit  the  son,  always  assuming  the  facts 
itated  to  be  the  real  facts,  and  not  colourable.      It  is  true 
fliat  the  Defendant,  as  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  marriage 
settlement  referred  to  in  the  case,  was  to  receive  the  profits ; 
bat,  in  considering  the  efiect  of  this,  we  must  look  at  the 
trosts  of  the  deed,  and  the  nature  of  an  underwriter's  busi- 
ness.   The  trustees  had  not  to  manage  the  business,  as  the 
trustees  of  the  creditors'  deed  in  Cox  v.  Hickman  had ; 
they  had  to  apply  the  funds   first  in  the  payment  of 
SKM.  a-year  to  Sharp  senior,  the  Defendant.      This,  if 
we  accept  the  statement  in  the  case  as  to  its  origin,  is  a 
mere  debt  incurred  by  Sharp  junior,  in  obtaining  capital  to 
start  him  in  his  business.     So  far  there  is  a  mere  mortgage 
of  profits,  which,  according  to  Cox  v.  Hickman^  will  not 
make  the  mortgagee  liable.    Next,  there  is  t6  be  a  payment 
of  500/.  a-year  to  iSAorp  junior,  on  which,  I  think,  nothing 
t&ros  in  considering  the  liability  of  Sharp  senior.    Then 
comes  the  trust  for  the  accumulation  or  reserve  fund.   This 
is  to  provide  for  the  losses  which,  in  their  particular  busi- 
iiess,  are  to  be  expected  in  some  years  to  exceed  the  profits, 
snd  which  must  be  paid  out  of  capital  or  accumulated 
profits  of  previous  years.     Can  the  fact,  that  the  profits  are 
to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  for  such  a  purpose  as  this  make 
the  business  that  of  the  trustees,  any  more  than  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  them  to  a  particular  bank  would  make  the 
bankers  partners?     If  profits  had  been   made,  and   the 
iQoney  accumulated,  no  doubt  those  funds  could  have  been 
losde  available  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  but  the  question 
here  is,  no  profits  having  been  made,  can  the  acceptance  by 
the  trustees  of  the  trust  to  take  the  profits  and  hold  them  for 
>^h  a  purpose,  without  any  powers  of  management,  make 
the  business  that  of  the  trustees  and  carried  on  on  their 

m2 
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1865.       behalf.     I  think  it  cannot.     So  far  upon  the  facts  of  the 
BuLLEN       case,  taking  them  to  be  precisely  as  stated. 

Vm 

Sharp.  We  have,  however,  power  to  draw  inferences,  and  we 

are  asked,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  draw  the  inference 
that  the  business  was  really  the  business  of  the  Defendant. 
I  believe  the  difference  of  opinion  which  exists  on  the  bench 
of  this  Court  is  more  as  to  the  extent  of  this  power,  and  the 
use  we  ought  to  make  of  it,  than  as  to  the  law  applicable  to 
the  case.  The  judgment  of  my  Brother  JBj/les,  in  the  Court 
below,  was  expressly  founded  on  the  inference  drawn  by 
him.  Now  the  view  I  take  of  such  a  power  is  that,  from 
the  facts  stated,  we  may  draw  any  inference  fairly  arising 
as  to  other  facts  not  stated,  but  I  do  not  think  we  are  at 
liberty,  for  that  purpose,  to  vary  the  facts  stated  to  us,  and 
to  infer  that  the  facts  stated  are  merely  colourable,  and  the 
real  transaction  a  different  one.  A  jury  may,  of  course, 
discredit  any  portion  of  the  evidence  before  them,  and  by 
doing  so,  as  to  part  of  a  case,  they  have  a  much  wider  range 
within  which  to  find  an  interpretation  to  place  upon  it  than 
we  have  under  a  mere  power  to  draw  inferences.  For  the 
reasons  which  I  have  given,  and  which  are  more  fully  ex- 
plained by  some  of  my  learned  Brothers,  I  think,  taking  the 
facts  literally  as  stated,  the  Plaintiffs  have  not  made  out  the 
liability  of  the  Defendant.  I  see  no  inference  fairly  arising 
as  to  additional  facts,  which  would  strengthen  the  Plain- 
tiffs' case,  and  I  decline  to  draw  the  inference  that  the  facts 
stated  are  merely  colourable,  and  the  business  really  that  of 
the  Defendant.  I  therefore  think  the  judgment  ought  to 
be  reversed. 

Bramwbll,  B.  In  this  case  the  Plaintiffs  declare  that  they 
made  a  policy  of  insurance,  and  that  "  the  Defendant  in  con- 
sideration of  a  certain  premium  paid  to  him  by  the  Plaintiffs, 
subscribed  the  said  policy  for  100/.,  and  became  an  in- 
surer thereon  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  that  amount."  The  De- 
fendant pleads  that  "  he  did  not  subscribe  the  said  policy 
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or  become  an  insurer  as  alleged."     And  the  question  is        1865, 
whether  the  PlaintifTs  have  proved  the  allegation  so  tra-       Bullen 
versed.     This  is  the  real  and  ultimate  question ;  because.       Sharp. 
though  this,  like  many  other  cases,  has  been  argued  as 
though  the  question  were  whether  the  Defendant  was  a 
partner  with  somebody  else,  and  though  this  way  of  argu- 
ing is  reasonable  enough,  as  prima  facie  a  partner  is  liable 
for  the  acts  of  his  co-partner  within  the  ordinary  scope  of 
partnership  authority ;  yet,  inasmuch  as  a  man  may  be  a 
partner  and  not  liable,  or  not  a  partner  and  yet  liable,  the 
determination  of  partnership  or  no  partnership  does  not 
settle  the  question  which  still  remains, ''  did  the  Defendant 
sabscribe  the  policy  and  become  an  insurer?"     Now  he 
did  not  subscribe  it  with  his  own  hand,  nor  is  he  liable  on 
the  ground  of  holding  himself  out  as  a  partner  or  principal 
in  this  matter,  for  he  has  not  done  so.    The  only  other  way 
in  which  be  can  be  liable  is  by  reason  of  his  having  given 
authority  to  the  person  who  signed  it  so  to  sign  and  bind 
him.    The  person  who  did  sign  is  described  in  the  case  as 
a  "clerk,"  and  he  signed  the  name  of  the  Defendant's  son  ; 
then  did  the  Defendant  give  that  person  any  authority  so  to 
^gn  and  bind  him  ?  that  he  did  not  in  words  is  certain,  nor 
did  he  in  intention,  nor  did  the  clerk  intend  to  bind  him, 
nor  did  his  son,  nor  Fenn  ;  nor  did  the  Plaintiffs  suppose 
he  was  bound,  nor  intend  to  deal  with  or  trust  him,  but 
Wsson.    If,  then,  he  is  liable — if  he  has  given  such  autho- 
"ty^it  is  against  the  intentions  of  all   parties ;  it  is,  in 
spite  of  their  meaning  the  contrary,  and  must,  therefore, 
^  from   some   force   in   the  nature   of    the   transaction 
itself;  and  this  may  be.     If  the  Defendant  was  really  the 
principal,  or  one  of  the  principals,  in  the  transaction — 
*f  those  who  acted  really  were  his  agents,  if,  on  the  truth 
appearing,  he  had  a  right  to  say  the  contract  was  made 
with  him  and  to  enforce  it,  he  ought  to  be,  and  would  be, 
"able.    As,  for  instance,  if  there  was  a  business  which  re- 
q^red  the  buying  of  goods  on  credit,  and  if  a  person  tried 
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1865.       to  carry  it  on  in  the  name  of  an  agent,  whether  such 
BuLLBM       agency  was  an  agency  of  a  partnership,  or  any  other,  so 

Shaiip.  that  upon  the  purchase  of  goods  by  the  agent  or  partner 
the  property  rested  wholly  or  in  part  in  the  first-named 
person,  then  he  would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  liable,  though 
he  had  stipulated  with  his  agent  or  partner  that  he  should 
not  be ;  because  he  would  have  tried  for  an  impossibility, 
for  a  thing  repugnant  in  itself,  viz.,  that  the  contract  should 
be  made  with  him  for  his  benefit,  but  not  to  bind  him.  It 
becomes  necessary  then  to  examine  the  facts.  1  think  it  is 
not  open  to  us  to  find  that  there  is  fraud  or  that  the  ar- 
rangements were  colourable.  Questions  of  that  character 
are  essentially  for  a  jury;  we  have  power  to  draw  only 
reasonable  inferences ;  1  think  that  does  not  extend  to  enable 
us  to  infer  fraud  ;  it  is  not  intended  to  disable  us  from  draw- 
ing unreasonable  inferences,  but  from  drawing  inferences  of 
matter  which  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to  leave  to  infer- 
ence; and  I  think  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to  leave  to  iik- 
ference,  whether  the  apparent  facts  were  the  real  facts  when 
the  Defendant  and  his  son  and  Fenn  have  not  been  called 
as  witnesses,  and  when  we  scarcely  know  anything  that  has 
taken  place  during  the  three  years  the  business  was  carried 
on ;  nor  can  I  suppose  such  a  thing  is  left  to  us  in  face  of 
the  statement  in  the  case  that  *'  the  underwriting  business 
of  the  son  was  carried  on  by  Fenn  (paragraph  9),  and  that 
in  paragraph  13 :  '^  Fenn  carried  on  the  underwriting  bu- 
siness for  Sharp  junior  until  and  at  the  time  of  making 
the  policy."  At  the  same  time  if  1  had  to  find  whether  the 
arrangement  was  fraudulent  or  colourable  I  should  say  it 
was  not.  I  think  the  arrangements,  though  complicated, 
are  intelligible,  and  such  as  might  well  be  honestly  made. 
The  facts  are  as  follows  :  Fenn  and  Sharp  junior  agreed 
in  March,  1857,  that  Fenn  should  do  an  underwriter's  bu- 
siness for  Sharp  junior  on  certain  terms.  With  this  the 
Defendant  had  nothing  to  do  except  giving  a  guarantee  to 
the  extent  of  5,000/.,  not  to  find  capital,  which  I  believe  is  not 
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needed  in  such  a  businesty  but  to  be  liable  to  losses  to  that        1865» 
amount.     He  had  no  claim  to  profits  or  in  any  way  to       Bui.lbii 
meddle  with  the  business.     In  November^  1858,  *^  the  busi-       Sharp. 
ness  having  proved  profitable"  (paragraph  9),  a  fi-esh  ar- 
rangement was  made   between  Fenn  and  Sharp  junior^ 
whereby  the  business  was  to  be  increased  and  FentCs  salary 
also.     On  the  occasion,  and  in  consequence  of  this,  the  De- 
fendant bargained  with  his  son  for  an  annuity  for  their  joint 
lives  of  500/.,  or  of  a  sum  equal  to  one-fourth  of  tiie  profits 
if  that  one-fourth  exceeded  600/.    This  may  have  been 
uoiatherly  and  extortionate  as  is  said,  if  real,  but  clearly 
could  not  make  the  Defendant  a  partner  in,  or  proprietor 
of,  the  business.     I  do  not  say  it  was  either  extortionate  or 
unfair.     If  the  son  was  making  large  profits  he  might  well 
be  able  to  pay  the  annuity,  and  the  Defendant  ran  the  risk 
of  that  which  has  happened,  viz.,  receiving  nothing  and 
paying  a  great  deal.     If  the  matter  had  stopped  here  there 
wodd  be  no  pretence  for  saying  the  Defendant  was  liable. 
The  next  thing  is  the  marriage  settlement;  what  is  its 
separate  operation  ?     If  of  itself  it  makes  the  Defendant 
liable  to  this  action,  so  it  does  Donnison,  and  would  prove 
that  he  **  subscribed  the  policy  and  became  an  insurer." 
Does  it  then  make  both  of  them  so  liable  ?     Now  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  an  elaborate  contrivance  for  insuring  the  son's 
life  for  the  benefit  of  his  intended  wife  and  their  children, 
JUidif  he  lived,  of  raising  a  round  sum  of  10,000/.,  t.  e» 
*«re8  worth    1,600/.  and   money  8,500/.   for  the   same 
Purposes.     The  deed  contains  appropriate  clauses  for  this 
Purpose,  the  majority  of  which  need  not  be  noticed,  except 
^  they  are  such  as  might  be  expected  in  a  bona  fide 
^trument,  but  it  contains  an  assignment  to  the  Defend- 
^t  and  Donnisam  of  all  the  money,  earnings,  profits  and 
^^luments  then  in  the  hands  of  Fenn,  and  of  such  as 
^^^i  thereafter  come  to  his  hands  as  agent  of  Sharp 
^^  younger.    To  know  the  effect  of  this,  it  should  be 
bown  what  Fenn  would  have  in  bis  hands  belonging 
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1865,  to  Sharp  junior,  a  description  of  which  will  be  found 
BuLLEN  iQ  the  judgment  of  my  Brother  Blackburn  in  Xenos  v. 
Shakp.  Wickham  (a).  But  no  doubt  it  is  an  assignment  of  all  the 
profits  of  the  business,  and  indeed  it  might  be  an  assign- 
ment of  capital — thus  in  one  year  there  may  be  a  balance 
of  loss,  which  of  course  must  come  from  capital,  in  the 
next  year  a  balance  of  gain  which  replaces  capital.  So  on 
one  account  there  may  be  a  loss,  on  another  profit.  Any- 
how everything  is  taken.  But  there  is  a  trust,  which  I 
take  to  be  obligatory,  to  return  out  of  the  assigned  property, 
including  the  railway  shares,  any  money  from  time  to  time 
required  to  meet  exigencies  in  the  business.  The  trustees, 
then,  are  to  return  what  they  received  till  the  business  can 
spare  it  So  far  the  deed  seems  very  intelligible.  It  is  as 
though  the  Defendant  and  his  son  and  Donnison  had  said  the 
son  shall  be  made  to  save  to  the  extent  of  10,000£.,  and  for 
that  purpose  shall  hand  all  he  gets  to  the  Defendant  and 
Donnison,  till  they  have  got  10,000/. ;  but  as  he  may  want 
it  back  for  the  business,  all  or  part  is  to  be  returned  to  him 
when  wanted  for  that  purpose.  But  then,  if  everything  is 
taken  from  him,  he  can  neither  maintain  himself  nor  pay 
his  debts.  Accordingly,  provision  is  made  for  paying  the 
father  his  annuity,  and  for  the  son's  maintenance,  and  for 
repayment  of  any  part  of  the  6,000Z.  the  Defendant  may 
have  to  advance.  What  is  the  difference  between  this  deed 
and  a  deed  by  which  Sharp  junior  should  have  cove- 
nanted to  pay  to  trustees  of  bis  marriage  settlement  what 
he  could  spare  after  maintaining  himself,  paying  his  debts, 
and  providing  for  the  emergencies  of  his  business.  There 
is  none,  except  that  the  trustees  secure  his  doing  so  by 
giving  themselves,  as  far  as  they  can,  a  right  to  take  every- 
thing, handing  back  what  he  would  otherwise  have  to 
deduct,  and  agreeing  how  much  that  shall  be.  Now,  sup- 
pose the  Defendant  had  not  been  a  trustee,  would  this  deed 

(a)  14  C.  £.,  N.  S.  435,  460. 
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have  made  Dannison  a  partner  in,  or  proprietor  of,  the       T86& 
business?  and,  if  so,  why?     If  it  would  not,  would  it  make       Bullbn 
the  Defendant  so,  because  there  are  trusts  in  it  for  his       Sharp. 
benefit?  and,  if  so,  why?    And  if  he  the   Defendant  is 
not  liable  in  his  character  of  trustee,  nor  m  his  character 
of  cestui  que  trust,  separately,  does  it  make  any  difference 
that  he  is  both,  and,  if  so,  why  ?     I  cannot  see.     Sup- 
pose the  covenants  had   been  with   the   Defendant  and 
Donnison  to  pay  the  moneys  to  other  persons  as  trustees, 
A,  and  i3.,  who  would  the  partners  or  proprietors  of  the 
business  be  then?  A.  and   J3.,  or  the   Defendant  and 
Donnison  ?  or  all  four  ?    Would  they  all  have  ''  subscribed 
the  policy  and  become  insurers?''     It  is  to  be  observed 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Defendant  or  Donnison 
ever  received  anything.     It  does   appear  the   Defendant 
paid  something  under  his  guarantee.     Reliance  is  placed 
on  the  statement  that  Sfuirp  junior  kept  no  banking  ac- 
count, and  that  Fenn  received  and  paid.     But  that  was  to 
he  expected.     Reliance  is  also  placed  on  this,  that  Sharp 
junior  paid  what  he   drew   out  of  the  business  into  his 
father's  account,  and  drew  in  his  own  name,  on  the  same 
bankers,  of  course,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  father's  account. 
But  I  really  see  nothing   in  this.     It  is   not  suggested 
that  he  did  not  draw  out  as  much  as  he  paid  in.     Why, 
then,  the  deed  being  bond  fide,  is  the  Defendant  a  partner 
or  principal  in  the  business  ?     He  can  make  no  contract, 
nor  order  one,  nor  forbid  one,  nor  enforce  one,  nor  release 
one.    If  the  profits  were  10,000f.  in  the  year,  he  would  get 
nothing  but  his  annuity — the  residue  would  go  to  his  son 
^i  the  trust  fund.     His  annuity  would  be  larger,  indeed, 
l^tthat  is  unimportant.     If  there  were  no  profits  in  any 
y^r  he  would  still  be  entitled  to  his  500/.  annuity.     How 
can  this  state  of  facts  prove  that  the  Defendant  "  sub- 
B<^nbed  the  said  policy  and  became  an  insurer."     It  seems 
to  me,  therefore,  that  if  the  Defendant  is  held  to  have 
''  subscribed  this  policy  and  become  an  insurer"  it  will  be 
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186S»  so  held  though,  as  I  have  said,  he  has  not  done  so  in 
BvijjBif  form  nor  in  substance :  and  that  he  has  so  done  somehow, 
Saakp.  though  there  is  no  fraud,  without  his  or  anyone  else  con- 
cerned intending  it  Surely  it  seems  enough  to  state  thb  to 
show  that  it  cannot  be  true,  and  that  therefore  the  Defendant 
is  not  liable.  The  burthen  of  proof  to  the  contrary  is  on 
the  Plaintiffs.  Now,  what  reason  do  they  give  ?  They  say 
that  the  Defendant  is  a  partner  with  his  son  ;  and  that  if 
not  partners  inter  se,  they  are  so  as  regards  third  parties— 
a  most  remarkable  expression  !  Partnership  means  a  oer* 
tain  relation  between  two  parties.  How  then  can  it  be 
correct  to  say  that  A.  and  B,  are  not  in  partnership  as  be- 
tween themselves,  they  have  not  held  themselves  out  as 
being  so,  and  yet  a  third  person  has  a  right  to  say  they  are 
so  as  relates  to  him  ?  But  that  must  mean  inter  $e,  for 
partnership  is  a  relation  inter  se,  and  the  word  cannot  be 
used  except  to  signify  that  relation.  A.  is  not  the  agent  of 
B. ;  B.  has  never  held  him  out  as  such ;  yet  C  is  entitled 
as  between  himself  and  B,  to  say  that  J.,  is  the  agent  of  B* 
Why  is  he  so  entitled,  if  the  fact  is  not  so,  and  B.  has  not 
so  represented?  But  '^partnership,"  and  a  ^riglit  to 
call  persons  partners  as  regards  third  parties,"  are  words, 
and  the  thing  must  be  looked  at — viz.,  the  taking  or  sharing 
of  profits,  which  it  is  said  gives  C  a  right  as  against  B.  to 
say  B,  is  a  partner  of  A. — why  should  it?  I  trust  that,  in 
the  present  state  of  authority,  this  question  may  be  freely 
handled  without  presumption,  and  that  the  goodness  of  such 
a  rule  may  be  examined.  'Because,  though  we  are  bound 
to  administer  the  law  as  we  find  it,  yet  when  we  are  con* 
sidering  what  is  the  law,  we  may  not  improperiy  inquire 
into  the  reasonableness  of  that  suggestion.  Why,  then, 
does  a  taking  or  sharing  of  ^.'s  profits  by  B.  entitle  C.  to 
demand  the  payment  by  B,  of  il.'s  debts  in  the  trade. 
How,  if  there  is  such  taking  or  sharing  in  this  case,  does  it 
prove  that  the  '^  Defendant  subscribed  the  policy  and  be- 
came an  insurer .''     It  A.  agrees  with  B,  to  share  profits 
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• 

and  loMeSy  bat  not  to  interfere  with  the  businessy  and  not       1865. 
to  buy  nor  seU,  and  does  not  interfere  nor  buy  nor  sell,  and       Bvishmm 
C,  knowing  this,  deals  with  JB.^  be  would  have  no  daim  on       asARr. 
A.    Why  should  he  if  he  does  not  know  of  it  ?    Why, 
upon  finding  out  sometliing  between  A.  and  JB.,  which 
bus  in   no  way  affected    or  influenced  hitUy  should   he, 
who  has  dealt  with   B.,  have  a  claim  on  A.?      It  is 
add   because    profits   are  what  the  creditor   trusts  to; 
tbey  are  his  fund   for  payment.     This  would  be  a  bad 
reason  if  true  in  fact    A  man  who  trusts  another  generally 
has  a  claim  on  his  profits  and  capital  too.      How  does  a 
man  who  trusts  the  former  only  more  affect  the  creditor's 
fimd  t    But,  further,  it  really  is  not  true  in  substance,  only 
in  words.    It  is  not  a  receipt  of  profits  in  substance  that 
mikes  a  man  liable.    If  I  agree  to  receive  a  sum  in  propor- 
tion to  profits,  as,  for  instance,  a  sum  equal  to  a  tenth,  I 
am  not  liable.    If  I  receive  a  tenth,  I  am — what  is  the  dif- 
ference except  in  words,  at  least  as  far  as  creditors  are  con- 
cerned?   How  can  one  set  of  words  between  A.  and  JB. 
give  C.  a  right  and  the  same  thing  in  other  words  not? 
How  many  men  in  a  thousand,  not  lawyers,  could  be  got 
to  understand  that  of  the  two  servants  of  a  firm,  the  one 
vho  received  a  tenth  of  the  profits  was  liable  for  its  debts ; 
tbe  other,  who  received  a  sum  equal  to  a  tenth,  was  not. 
This  Mr.  Justice  Story  calls  '^satisfactory"  (a) ^satisfac- 
^  in  what  sense  ?     In  a  practical  business  sense  ?     No ; 
^t  in  his  sense  of  an  acute  and   subtle  lawyer,  who  is 
pleased  with  refined  distinctions  interesting  as  intdlectual 
exercises,    though   iminteliigible    to    ordinary    men,   and 
ifiischievous  when  applied  to  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life. 
Ud  Bdon  did  not  think  it  satisfactory,  17  Ves.  404  (b). 
Such  a  law  is  a  law  of  surprise  and  injustice,  and  against 
good  policy.     It  fixes  a  liability  on  a  man  contrary  to 
^^  intent  and  expectation,  and  wiUiout  reason,  and  gives 

(a)  See  Siorif  on  Fattnenhip^  5th  td.  u.  32,  36. 

(b)  Es  parte  Hmnper, 
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1865,  a  benefit  to  another  which  he  did  not  bargain  for,  and 
fiuLLEN  ought  not  to  have,  and  prevents  that  free  use  of  capital 
Sharp.  and  enterprise  which  is  so  important.  It  is  said  that 
this  is  true  of  a  dormant  partner.  It  is  not  His  exist- 
ence may  be  unknown  to  the  creditor ;  but  the  dormant 
partner  knows  he  is  liable,  and  means  to  be;  and  the 
creditor  trusts  all  such  persons.  He  means  to  deal  with 
all  real  partners.  It  may  be  said  that  if  this  reasoning  is 
right  a  man  might  bargain  to  receive  all  the  profits  of  a 
business,  and  not  be  liable.  The  answer  is,  the  thing  is 
impossible.  There  never  was,  and  never  will  be,  a  bond 
fide  agreement  by  one  man  to  carry  on  a  business,  bear  all 
its  losses,  and  pay  over  all  its  profits.  Should  such  an 
agreement  appear  it  would  obviously  be  colourable.  Where 
there  is  a  chance  of  profit  to  the  trader,  there  such  an  agree- 
ment may  be  honest;  and,  where  honest,  ought  not  to  make 
him  liable  who  is  certainly  to  receive  some  of  the  profits, 
and  perhaps  all. 

I  have  hitherto  dealt  with  the  case  on  principle;  I. pro- 
ceed to  examine  the  authorities.  The  labour  formerly 
needful  is  now  rendered  unnecessary  by  Cox  v.  Hick-- 
man  (a).  That  case  has  settled  the  law, — I  may  be  per- 
mitted I  hope  to  say  in  a  perfectly  satisfactory  manner.  It 
is  there  laid  down  that  the  question  in  such  cases  as  the 
present  is  one  of  authority,  one  of  agency.  Lord  Campbell 
says,  p.  302,  *^  The  Defendants  can  only  be  liable  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  person  who  wrote  the  acceptance  on 
the  bills  of  exchange  was  their  mandatory  for  that  purpose.^ 
Lord  Wensleydale  says,  p.  311,  ''  And  the  simple  question 
will  be  this,  whether  Haywood  was  authorized  by  either 
of  the  Defendants,  as  a  partner  in  that  company,  to  bind 
him  by  those  acceptances."  His  lordship  proceeds, ''  Hay^ 
wood  must  be  taken  to  have  been  authorized  to  accept  for 
them  by  those  who  actually  carried  on  business  under  that 

(a)  8  H.  L.  C.  268. 
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firm.     Were  the  Appellants  partners  in  it  ?"     And  further,        1865. 

at  p.  312,  ''The  question  then  is,  whether  this  deed  makes       Bulled 
the  creditors  who  sign  it  partners  with  the  trustees,  or,        Suarf. 
what  is  really  the  same  thing,  agents,  to  bind  them  by  ac- 
ceptances on  account  of  the  business."     And  generally  I 
rtfer  to  his  whole  judgment,  particularly  to  the  passage  at 
p.  313,   beginning — ''  Hence  it  becomes  a  test  of  the 
liability,"  down  to  ''  liable  as  a  partner."     Lord  Cranworth 
puts  the  same  two  arguments  together  at  p.  306.     I  refer 
to  the  passage  beginning — ''  It  was  argued,"  and  ending 
at  **  have  been  made."     This  then  is  our  guide  for  the 
future.     The  question  here  is  was  the  underwriter's  busi- 
ness carried  on  by  persons  acting  on  Defendant's  behalf. 
Now   it  certainly  was  not.     The  clerk   who  signed  the 
policy,  Fenn,  and  the  son,  acted  on  the  son's  behalf.     That 
is  unless  the  whole  is  a  sham,  which,  as  I  have  before 
said,  I  think  is  not  open  to  us  to  consider,  nor  true  if  it 
were  open  to  us.    This  ought  to  dispose  of  the  case.     But 
even  if  we  assume  that  the  law  supposed  to  exist  before 
Coz  V.  Hickman  (a)  remains   untouched,  that  is  to  say 
the  supposed  law  of  Waugh  v.   Carver  (&),   I   think   the 
same  conclusion  ought  to  be  come  to.     Lord  Wensleydale 
does   not  notice  that  case.      Lord  Cranworth  does,  and 
with  submission  gives  a  better  reason  for  the  decision  than 
is  to  be  found  in  the  case  itself.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Eyre  there  says  the  question  is  whether  they  have  not 
constituted  themselves  partners  in  respect  to  other  persons, 
and  puts  his  decision  on  the  ground  that ''  he  who  takes  a 
moiety  of  all  the  profits  indefinitely,  shall,  by  operation 
of  law,  be  made  liable  to  losses."     Let  us  hope  that  this 
notion  is  overruled ;  one  which,  I  believe,  has  caused  more 
irijustice  and  mischief  than  any  bad  law  in  our  books.  But 
even  if  not,  how  is  this  case  within  it? 


(u)  8  H.  L.  C.  268. 

(6)  2  H.  Blacki,  235 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  818,  Slh  ed. 
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1865.  By  the  letter  of  the  Ist  January ^  1859,  after  the  business 

BuLLBN  had  proved  profitable,  the  son  agreed  to  pay  his  father  for 
Sharp.  their  joint  lives  500/.  a-year  ahsolutelyy  not  out  of  profits, 
nor  dependent  on  them ;  with  a  provision  for  an  increase 
in  proportion  to  profits  if  they  reached  beyond  a  certain 
amount  This  would  not  make  the  Defendant  a  receiver  of 
profits,  nor  give  him  a  right  to  an  account,  nor,  in  fact, 
bring  him  within  any  of  the  old  fancied  rules  of  liability* 
Then  comes  the  settlement,  in  which  the  Defendant  is  a 
trustee.  As  far  as  the  settlement  alone  is  concerned  the 
Defendant  is  no  more  liable  than  the  other  trustee.  And 
why  is  A^  to  be  liable  ? 

It  remains  to  notice  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below* 
With  great  respect,  I  think  Cox  v.  Hickman  (a)  was  not 
followed.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  says  the  deed  made 
the  Defendant  a  partner,  by  giving  him  an  interest  in 
the  business;  and  he  finishes  by  saying,  the  question  is 
whether  the  creditors  may  come  on  the  Defendant  in 
respect  of  the  profits.  But  according  to  the  judgment  in 
Cox  V.  Hickman  the  question  does  not  turn  on  that.  Mr. 
Justice  Byles  seems  to  consider  the  deed  as  a  contrivance 
for  giving  the  Defendant  the  profits— that  in  reality  it  was 
his  business.  If  so,  of  course  he  is  liable.  Mr.  Justice 
Smiik  says  he  thinks  the  deed  an  arrangement  by  which 
the  Defendant  was  to  have  the  profits  as  profits,  eo  nomine, 
and  that  he  is  liable  as  a  partner.  But  if  Lords  Cranworth 
and  Wensleydale  have  laid  down  the  true  rule  it  is  not  that 
indicated  in  the  last  expression.  It  seems  to  roe,  then, 
there  is  here  no  partnership,  no  taking  of  profits  which 
could  have  brought  the  case  within  what  was  supposed  to 
be  law  before  Cox  v.  Hickman ;  that  on  reason  and  prin- 
ciple that  supposed  law  was  wrong ;  that  it  is  now  con- 
demned by  the  authority  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  ;  that  anyhow 
Cox  V.  Hickman  is  the  governing  case,  and  that  it  lays 
down  rules  which  decide  this  in  favour  of  the  Defendant. 

(fl)  8  H.  L,  C.  268. 
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I  hope  I  shall  not  be  charged  with  arrogance  for  the  way  1865. 
in  which  I  have  spoken  of  bygone  opinions.  The  law  Bullen 
had  drifted  into  the  condition  from  which  it  was  rescued       e  ^' 

Sharp. 

by  Cox  ▼.  Hickman.  No  one  in  particular  was  responsible 
fori  and  probably  no  one  person  could  have  put  it  at 
once  in  the  position  it  was.  But  the  true  line  had  been 
departed  from,  at  first  but  a  little,  and  fcH-  a  good  reason ; 
and  every  subsequent  move  took  it  farther  away  in  a  wrong 
direction  till  it  was  happily  brought  back  by  Cox  v. 
Hickman. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Action  for  per-" 
tonal  injury 
from  negll- 
gence, 
Enidenee* 
Stairs  noted 
with  bratt» 


Crafter  V.  The  Metropolitan  Railway 

Company. 

The  Defendants,  a  railway  company,  had  at  one  of  their  stations  a  staircase, 
used  to  enable  passengers  to  ascend  from  the  platfonn  to  the  street ; 
the  stairs  were  six  feet  wide,  and  were  nosed  with  a  strip  of  brass  2)  inchet 
in  width,  which  had  worn  smooth  and  slippery,  and  were  not  pro- 
vided with  any  handrail.  The  FlaintitT,  who  for  eighteen  months  had 
been  in  the  almost  daily  habit  of  travelling  on  the  line  and  using  the 
stairs,  in  ascending  them  in  the  daylight,  slipped  upon  the  brass  nosing 
and  was  injured.  Held,  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  ^i7/Mand  Smith,  J  J.  {Keating, 
J.,  dubitante),  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendants  to  go  to  the  jury. 

rriHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  De- 
"^  fendants  were  possessed  of  a  staircase  leading  to  a 
station  of  the  Defendants*  railway,  on  which  the  public 
using  the  railway  were  invited  to  walk,  and  it  thereupon 
became  the  duty  of  the  Defendants,  as  owners  of  the  stair- 
case, so  to  keep  it  that  the  public  using  the  railway  on  the 
invitation  of  the  Defendants  might  safely  pass  up  and 
down  it;  that  the  Defendants  neglecting  their  duty  in 
that  behalf  so  negligently  kept  the  staircase  that  it  became 
and  was  dangerous  to  persons  passing  along  and  so  using 
the  railway ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  then  passing  down 
the  staircase  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  railway  on  the 
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invitation  of  the  Defendants,  fell  and  was  thrown  down  the        1866. 
staircase  and  one  of  his  thighs  was  broken,     [Here  fol-      Craftbr 
lowed  an  allegation  of  special  damage.]  Metropoli- 

The  second  count  alleged  that  the  Defendants  were  car-  tan  Railway 
rying  passengers  for  hire  from  Farringdon  Street  to  King^s 
Cross  in  carriages  on  a  railway,  and  used  a  certain  station 
at  Farringdon  Street  for  the  reception  and  accommodation 
of  their  passengers,  and  the  station  was  then  in  the  posses- 
sion and  under  the  management  of  the  Defendants  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid :  yet  the  Defendants  negligently  ma- 
naged the  station,  and  kept  the  station  and  the  staircase 
and  approaches  thereto  in  a  dangerous  and  slippery  state, 
and  omitted  to  provide  balusters  or  handrails,  or  sufficient 
accomaiodation  for  the  safe  access  and  passage  of  their 
passengers  to  the  carriages  on  the  railway,  whereby  the 
Plaintiflp,  having  been  received  there  by  the  Defendants  as 
and  then  being  a  passenger,  to  be  carried  by  them  from 
farringdon  Street  to  King^s  CrosSy  fell  and  was  thrown 
down  with  great  violence  on  the  staircase  at  the  station, 
tod  one  of  the  thighs  of  the  Plaintiff  was  broken,  and  he 
^^permanently  injured.  [Here  followed  an  allegation  of 
special  damage.] 

Plea.    Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  JErfe,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  after 
^^haelmas  Term,  1865,  at  Westminster ^  it  appeared  that 
^fce  Plaintiff  was  a  porter  at  the  Custom  House,  and  that 
from  the  time  when  the  Metropolitan  Railway  was  first 
opened,  eighteen  months  before  the  accident,  he  had  been 
^^  the  almost  daily  habit  of  travelling  on  the  line  to  and  fro 
hetween  King^s  Cross  and  Farringdon  Street  On  the 
*8th  Jult/y  1864,  the  Plaintiff,  having  started  from  the 
Forringdon  Street  Station  at  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening, 
^veiled  by  the  railway  to  King's  Cross.  At  the  King's 
Cross  Station  the  staircase  by  which  passengers  had  to 
>8cend  from  the  platform  to  the  street,  and  which  was  only 
Qsed  for  that  purpose,  was  six  feet  wide,  and  was  not  fur- 

'OL.  I.— c.  P.  N 
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1866.       nished  with  any  handrail,  though  one  had  been  put  since 

Crafter      ^^^  accident.     But  there  was  a  wall  on  each  side,  so  that  it 

,.     *•  was  impossible  to  fall  over.     The  rise  of  each  stair  was  six 

Metropolt-  ^      "^  ^ 

TAN  Railway  or  eight  inches :  there  were  about  eighteen  of  thenii  and 
each  stair  was  and  always  had  been  "  nosed,"  or  tipped 
with  brass,  to  the  width  of  two  and  a-half  inches.  The 
Plaintiff  was  ascending  the  stairs,  and  was  about  twelve 
inches  fron>  the  wall  on  his  right,  when  his  foot  sUpped 
upon  the  brass  nosing,  and,  being  unable  to  recover  him- 
self, he  fell,  and  his  thigh  bone  was  fiTactured  and  he  was 
severely  injured. 

A  witness,  who  described  himself  as  a  grocer's  assistant, 
stated  that  the  principal  fault  of  the  stairs  was  that  there 
were  no  handrails  on  either  side.  Another  defect  was  that 
the  brass  nosing  was  worn  quite  smooth,  and  be  considered 
it  dangerous.  The  stairs  were  not  generally  slippery  imlesB 
a  person  put  his  foot  upon  the  brass.  If  assistance  was 
wanted  to  get  upstairs,  or  if  a  person  sfipped,  a  handrail 
would  be  an  advantage.  A  man  with  a  wooden  leg,  espe- 
cially, would  require  one. 

Another  witness,  a  builder,  stated  that  the  brass  nosingB 
were  worn  very  smooth  indeed,  and  in  his  judgment  a  brass 
nosing  was  not  the  proper  or  safe  thing  to  use  where  there 
was  a  very  great  traffic.  He  would  use  lead,  which  is  not 
at  all  slippery,  to  cover  the  entire  steps,  and  have  no 
nosing  at  all;  and  lead  was  ordinarily  used  at  railway 
stations.  ^ 

It  further  appeared  that  about  40,000  persons  had  as^ 
cended  the  stairs  in  question  in  each  month  since  the  rail- 
way had  been  open,  without  any  accident  having  occurred 
or  complaint  made. 

The  Defendants  did  not  adduce  any  evidence. 

At  the  close  of  the  PlaintifTs  case  it  was  submitted  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendants  that  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the 
jury  against  them,  JE}rle,  C.  J.^  however,  reserving  the  pointi 
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tefl  the  cftfle  to  ffaetti,  and  they  found  a  verdict  for  the       1866. 
Plamtfff,  trrth  105/.  damages.  Craftea 

In  Hilctry  Terttii  ^     •• 

'^  ,  METROP01,r- 

Hawkins  obtafined  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  tanRailwat 
tbe  Defendants,  or  a  nonsuit,  upon  the  ground,  first,  that 
there  was  no  proof  of  any  such  negligence  as  alleged ; 
^ondijy  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  justify  the  finding 
of  the  jury ;  or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  tf)at  the 
▼ctdiet  was-  against  the  evidence. 

Huddlest<m  and  J7.  James  now  showed  cause. — ^The 
ttiirs  were  not  constructed  with  reasonable  skill  and 
care.  In  Longmore  v*  The  Great  Western  Hailway 
CoatpaHy(a\  tfce  conapany  were  held  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  passenger  through  the  faulty  construction  of  a  bridge, 
ihhough  during  several  years  thousands  of  persons^,  in- 
chding  the  deceased  himself  several  times,  had  passed 
OTer  it,  and  there  was  a  safer  one  farther  round  which  he 
teight  have  used.  There  the  passenger  fell  throagh  a 
dangerous  aperture.  One  witness  here  states  that  the 
brass  nosing  had  worn  smooth,  and  that  in  his  opinion  it 
was  dangerous ;  and  a  builder  states  that  lead  and  not 
brass  ought  to  have  been  used.  The  evidence  of  the 
Plaintiff  was  wboUy  uncontradicted. 

Bawkins  and-  Horace  Lloyd,  contr^. — There  was  no 
evidence  which  could  be  properly  left  to  the  jury.  The 
Plaintiff  was  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  care  in  using 
tbe  stairs,  and  if  they  were  reasonably  safe  the  De- 
fendants are  not  liable.  In  Toomey  v.  The  London, 
Sright&n  and  South  Coast  Railway  (b),  the  Plaintiff  mis- 
Mi  the  door  of  the  lamp-room  on  the  platform  of  a  rail- 
way station  for  that  leading  to  the  urina),  fell  down  some 
steps  and  was  injured ;  and  it  was  held  that  in  tbe  absence 
rf  evidence  that  the  place  was  more  than  ordinarily  dan- 

W  19  C.  B.,  ^.5.  183.  (6>  3  C  B.,  N.  5.  146. 

n2 
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1866.        gerous,  the  Judge  was  justified  in  nonsuiting  the  Plaintiff. 
Crapter      The  Court  will  adopt  the  principle  laid  down  by  TFif- 
^     *•  liams,  J.,  at  p.  150  in  that  case  :  "  It  is  not  enough  to  say 

TAN  Railway  that  there  was  some  evidence ;  *  *  *  A  scintilla  of  evi- 
dence, or  a  mere  surmise  that  there  may  have  been  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  clearly  would  not 
justify  the  Judge  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury :  there 
must  be  evidence  upon  which  they  might  reasonably 
and  properly  conclude  that  there  was  negligence."  .  Willes, 
J.,  also  there  says,  "There  was  nothing  to  show  that 
the  door  and  the  steps  beyond  were  more  than  ordi- 
narily dangerous ;  and  it  was  necessary  and  proper  that 
something  of  the  sort  should  be  there  for  the  convenient 
use  of  the  station  by  the  company.  It  would  be  difficult  so 
to  arrange  every  part  of  a  station  as  to  render  it  impossible 
for  careless  persons  to  meet  with  injury."  In  Cornnum 
V.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  {a\  the  De- 
fendants had  on  their  platform  a  weighing  machine, 
which  was  unfenced,  and  had  stood  for  five  years  in 
the  same  position  without  any  accident  having  occurred 
to  persons  passing  it.  The  Plaintiff  being  at  the  station 
when  there  were  a  large  number  of  passengers  on  the 
platform  was  driven  by  the  crowd  against  the  machine, 
and  his  foot  having  caught  the  corner  of  it,  he  fell 
and  was  injured ;  and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence  to  go  to  the  jury  against  the  com- 
pany, the  machine  being  in  a  situation  in  which  it  might 
have  been  seen ;  and  the  accident  not  being  shown  to 
be  one  which  could  reasonably  have  been  anticipated. 
The  Plaintiff  here  had  travelled  on  the  line  every  day  for 
eighteen  months,  and  knew  how  the  stairs  were  nosed. 
They  were  used  only  for  ascending  to  the  street,  and,  as 
there  was  a  wall  on  each  side,  were  perfectly  safe ;  and  it 
must  have  been  quite  light  at  seven  p.m.  in  the  month  of 
July^  when  the  accident  occurred.     The  stairs  were  in  the 

(«)  4  H.  *  N.  781. 
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same  condition  in  which  they  had  always  been,  and  as  1866. 

Martitif   B.,  observes,   in   Comman  v.  Eastern  Counties  crafter 

Railway  Company  {a)^  "The  accident  was  one  of  those  »• 

misfortunes  which  will  occasionally  occur,  and  of  which  tan  Railway 
people  must  bear  the  consequences." 

Erlb,  C.  J.  My  judgment  is  that  this  rule  must  be 
made  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  I  think  that  there  was 
no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  any  actionable  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendants.  The  present  case  is  distin* 
guishable  from  those  cited  both  with  respect  to  the  nature 
of  the  structure  as  it  stood  and  that  part  of  the  complaint 
which  relates  to  the  omission  to  provide  a  handrail.  With 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  structure,  these  were  common 
wooden  stairs  with  a  nosing  of  two  and  a-half  inches  of 
brasg;  and  there  was  a  wall  on  each  side.  That  is  a 
common  and  ordinary  structure,  not  attended  with  any 
peculiar  danger.  There  was  no  risk  of  falling  through 
My  trap-door  (6),  or  through  balusters.  The  brass  be- 
came smooth  and  slippery,  and  a  witness  stated  that  a 
covering  of  lead  would  in  his  opinion  have  done  better. 
Butl  think  where  an  ordinary  wooden  stair  is  constructed 
io  this  way,  people  ought  not  to  be  made  liable  because 
some  persons  think  lead  would  be  preferable.  I  also 
think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  that  there  was 
no  handrail.  Ordinary  persons  going  up  the  stairs  would 
Dot  require  one,  and  have  no  right  to  claim  that  one  should 
be  provided.  As  several  passengers  would  of  necessity  go 
up  abreast,  if  a  handrail  had  been  there  it  could  only  be 
^wed  by  the  passenger  nearest  to  it.  One  witness  stated 
that  a  handrail  would  be  useful  to  a  man  with  a  wooden 
'%;  but  that  is  not  an  ordinary  requirement;   and  there 

(•)4H.*  Z^.  781,  786. 

(M  See  Indermaur  v.  Danet^  to  be  reported  poit,  which  was  argued 
on  tbe  tame  day  as  the  present.  There  the  Plaintiff  was  injured  by 
Uling  through  a  trap- door  in  a  sugar  refinery. 
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186f^.       ^  1^  1^^  ^^^^  ^^^h  ^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  should  be  proyaded 
for.     I  am  further  of  opinion  that  supposing  there  was 


V.  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  Complainanti  the  fact  that 

TAN  Rmlwat  ^^  ^^  f^''  knowledge  of  the  manner  in  which  the  stajjrs 
Company.  y^eiQ  constructed  is  a  matter  to  be  weighed,  wd  it 
appears  that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  using  them 
almost  daily  £br  a  year  and  a-half,  and  that  nany 
thousands  of  persons  had  ascended  them  without  acci* 
dent  or  complaint  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  no  right  of  action  for  the  reasons  on  which  be 
relies,  viz.,  because  there  would  have  been  more  conveni* 
ence  if  there  had  been  a  handrail,  and  less  slipperiness  if 
lead  had  been  used  instead  of  brass. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
comes  to  this,  whether  it  is  an  improper  thing  to  noee 
stairs  with  brass.  The  only  evidence  upon  the  point  was 
that  of  a  builder,  who  said  that  in  his  judgment  lead  was 
better.  But  I  must  read  that  evidence  with  the  common 
experience  which  every  one  has,  that  brass  is  ordinarily 
used  for  nosing  stairs  such  as  these.  It  is  commonly 
used  at  hotels^  and  for  the  stairs  leading  to  the  cabins 
in  steamboats ;  and  here  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  been  up 
these  stairs  over  and  over  again,  must  have  known  how 
they  were  constructed.  The  case  is  distinguishable  from 
Lojtffmore  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Compa/ky  (a), 
because  in  that  case  there  was  a  dangerous  aperture,  and 
a  risk  of  slipping  and  falling  through  it  from  a  high  bridge. 
I  think  there  was  no  evidence  which  could  properly  be  left 
to  the  jury,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Keating,  J.  I  have  some  difficulty  in  distinguishing 
this  case  from  Longmore  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 
Company  (a) ;  but  cases  of  this  description  present  ques- 

(a)  19  C.  £ ,  N.  S.  183. 
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tioDs  merely  of  degree;  and  therefore  I  do  not  dissonl  from        1866. 
my  brethren.  Craftee 

V. 

.  Metropoli- 

Smith,  J.     A  line  must  be  drawn  between  mere  8Ug«  tan  Railway 
gestions  of  possible  precautions   which  might  have  been 
taken  to  prevent  accident  and  evidence  which  it  would  be 
proper  to  leave  to  a  jury.     It  is  difficult  to  draw  the  line, 
but  the  fiicts  here  merely  suggest  that  some  possible  pre- 
cautions might  have  been   adopted  by   the   Defendants. 
There  was  nothing  unusual  in  the  construction  of  the  stair- 
case; such  as  it  was  its  structure  was  obvious  to  every 
ooe,  and  must  have  been  so  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  it  is  well 
known  that  stairs  are  often  nosed  with  brass.     In  Longmore 
V.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  (a),  the  bridge 
was  dangerously  constructed,  because  where  the  Plaintiff's 
wife  fell  there  was  an  opening  several  feet  wide  without 
protection ;  and  it  was  not  obvious  to  any  one  that,  if  he 
happened   to   slip,  he   might  fall   through.      As   to   the 
language  of  the  witness,  the  grocer's  assistant,   that   he 
considered  the  stairs  dangerous  by  reason  of  the   brass 
nosing,  that  was  merely  the  expression  of  his  opinion. 
The  Judge  was  bound,  before  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury, 
to  see  that  there  was  some  reasonable  evidence  for  their 
consideration. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  19  C.  B.,  'S.  S.  183. 


172 


HILARY  TERM. 


1866. 


Tuetday, 
January  23. 

Landlord  and 
tenant. 

Encroachment 
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The  Earl  of  Lisburne  v.  Davies. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  encroaches  upon  the  waste,  the  nearness  of  the  encroach- 

nient  to  the  demised  premises  is  an  element  in  the  consideration  as  to 
whether  it  is  to  he  presumed  that  he  made  the  encroachment  for  the  ^ 
benefit  of  his  landlord ;   but  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  raise  such 
presumption,  that  the  encroachment  should  be  conterminous  with  the 
demised  land. 

2.  The  Defendant  was  tenant  of  a  farm  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff*,  bounded 

on  one  side  by  a  fence,  on  the  outside  of  which  was  a  small  river  sepa- 
rated in  some  places  from  the  fence  by  a  narrow  strip  of  land,  described 
as  of  no  value.  More  than  twenty  years  ago  one  /.  D.,  a  labourer,  and 
cousin  of  the  Defendant,  inclosed  from  the  waste  of  the  manor,  of  which 
the  Plaintiff*  was  lord,  a  field  of  four  acres  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
river,  and  the  Defendant,  as  he  stated,  upon  the  completion  of  the  in- 
closure,  which  took  three  years  to  make,  paid  his  cousin  4/.  for  his 
rights,  and  thenceforth  occupied  it  with  the  farm  down  to  the  expira- 
tion of  his  tenancy.  In  dry  seasons  his  sheep  and  cattle  could  pau 
through  a  gap  in  the  farm  fence  and  across  the  river  into  the  field ;  but 
there  was  no  way  from  the  farm  to  the  field  for  carts,  and  they  could 
only  be  taken  there  by  being  allowed  to  pass  through  the  inclosed  lands 
•  of  third  parties.  In  ejectment  for  the  field  (the  Court  having  liberty 
to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  and  having  inferred  that  /.  D.  made  the  in- 
closure  as  servant  of  the  Defendant,  and  not  for  his  own  benefit): 
Held,  that  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  Defendant  had  made  the 
encroachment  for  the  benefit  of  his  landlord;  and  thut  such  presump- 
tion was  not  rebutted  by  the  fact  that  it  was  separated  from  the  farm 
by  the  river  and  narrow  strip  of  land. 


nnHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by  the 
-*-  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  a  field  called  Caenewyddy  otherwise  CderlioSy  part  of 
a  farm  called  Bryneithinog  in  the  parish  of  Caron  in  the 
county  of  Cardigan,  to  the  possession  whereof  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  entitled. 

At  the  trial  before  Shee,  J.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for 
Cardiganshire  in  1865,  the  facts  proved  or  given  in  evidence 
were  as  follows  : — 

The  Plaintiff  was  lord  of  the  manor  of  Penarth,  and 
the  Defendant,  for  about  forty  years,  had  occupied  the 
farm  called  Bryneithinog  as  tenant  of  the  Plaintiff^ 
or  those  under  whom  he  claimed.  The  farm  lands 
were  on  one  side  bounded  by  a  fence,  on  the  outside  of 
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which  and  through  the  waste  of  the  manor  ran  the  river        1866. 

Flur^  the  river  being  in  some  places  separated  from  the  ""Z 

farm  fence  by  a  narrow  strip  of  land,  stated  by  a  witness     Lisburnb 

to  be  of  no  value.     On  the  opposite  side  of  the  Flur  there       Daties. 

was  a  common  called  Rhosgellygron^  forming  part  of  the 

waste,  and  about  the  time  when  the  Defendant  became 

tenant  of  the  farm,  and  more  than  twenty  years  before  the 

,  commencement  of  this  action,  one  John  JDavieSy  who  was 

a  Musin  of  the  Defendant  and  worked  as  a  labourer  at 

bedgJDg  and  the  like,  inclosed  from  the  common  the  field, 

consisting  of  about  four  acres  of  land,  for  the  recovery  of 

which  this  action  was  brought,  by  running  a  hedge  across 

from  one  then  recent  inclosure  to  another,  and  so  shutting 

m  the  piece  of  land  between  the  river  and  that  fence. 

The  fence  was  not  completed  by  John  JDavies  for  about 

three  years;    but,  when  it  was  finished,  the   Defendant 

paid  him  a  sum  of  4/.  and  took  possession  of  the  field  in 

question,  and,  according  to  the  Defendant's  own  evidence, 

lie  then  settled  with  John  Davits  for  his  rights  and  paid 

the  4/.  for  them. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  occupation  of  the  field  by 
John  Davies  ;  but  from  the  time  when  the  fence  was  com- 
pleted as  described,  it  was  occupied  with  the  farm  by  the 
I^efendant,  who  turned  his  cattle  on  it  to  graze,  and  cut  the 
%  growing  on  it,  which  he  carried  home  to  the  farm.  In 
dry  seasons  sheep  and  cattle  could  pass  from  the  farm 
through  a  gap  in  the  farm  fence  across  the  river  and  so 
iuto  the  field  in  question :  but  carts  could  never  pass  th|^ 
^yi  and  to  get  from  the  farm  to  the  field  with  a  cart  it  was 
iiecessary  to  go  round  and  over  a  bridge  and  through 
inclosed  lands  belonging  to  other  persons. 

The  Defendant  relinquished  his  possession  of  the  farm  in 
the  antumn  of  1862,  but  refused  to  give  up  possession  of 
^  field  in  question. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  by  the  direction 
^' the  learned  Judge,  who  gave  leave  to  the  Defendant  to 
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1866.       move  to  enter  a  verdict  with  liberty  to  the  Court  to  draw 
Earl  of      inferences  of  fact. 

LiBBURNB  i^  Michaelmas  Term,  1865,  Thomas  Allen,  for  the 
Daties.  Defendant,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  piece  of  land  inclosed  from 
the  waste  was  not  approved  for  the  landlord's  benefit^ 
and  therefore  was  not  part  of  his  estate  at  the  expiration 
of  the  tenancy. 

Giffard,  H.  O.  Allen  and  J.  W.  Bowen,  now  showed 
cause. — It  is  a  presumption  of  law  that  a  tenant  incloses 
for  the  benefit  of  his  landlord,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  circumstances  of  this  case  to  rebut  that  presumption. 
The  landlord  and  the  lord  of  the  manor  within  which  the 
encroachment  was  made  are  the  same  person.  The  narrow 
strip  of  land  between  the  farm  fence  and  the  river,  and  the 
bed  of  the  river,  were  his.  It  will  be  said  that  this  case 
is  distinguishable  on  account  of  the  intervention  of  the 
narrow  strip  of  land  and  the  river  between  the  farm  and 
the  encroachment;  but  in  Andrews  v.  Hailes (a)  the  tenant 
encroached  on  waste  land,  not  belonging  to  his  landlord, 
separated  from  the  tenant's  holding  by  a  road,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  mere  intervention  of  the  road  did  not  rebut 
the  prima  facie  presumption  that  an  encroachment  made 
under  such  circumstances  was  as  between  landlord  and 
tenant  to  be  taken  to  be  part  of  the  demised  premises. 
"  I  think"  (says  Lord  Campbell,  at  p.  353  of  the  report)  "  the 
defendant  is  not  at  liberty  to  deny  that  it  was  part  of  them. 
I  proceed  on  what  the  civil  law  calls  exceptio  personaliSi 
and  the  common  law  an  estoppel,  and  say  that  the  tenant 
cannot  deny  this.  I  do  not  adopt  the  doctrine  that  the 
tenant  steals  for  his  landlord,  and  that  therefore  the  land- 
lord, at  the  end  of  the  demise,  is  entitled  to  claim  the  stolen 
property  ;  but  I  think  that,  when  the  property  is  taken  and 

(a)  2  E.^  B.  349. 
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«8ed  as  part  of  the  holdiog,  the  tenaot  can  as  little  diapule       1866* 
the  title  to  it  as  fae  can  dispute  the  title  to  any  otlicr  part  of     ^^^f^ 
tbe  preniises.     Tbe  istrange  doetrinei  as  to  stealing  for  the     Ubbv^m 
benefit  of  tbe  landlord^  originated  in  those  cases  whei«  tbe      PAriuec^ 
IvKUord  was  lord  of  the  manor^  and  Uie  tenant  encroached 
upon  the  waste.     In  such  cases  it  imigbt  well  be  presumed 
that  the  tenant  approved  for  the  benefit  of  the  lord  who 
had  a  right  to  improve :  but  tbe  idea  that  he  could  steal 
tbe  land  of  another  for  bis  landlord  is  revolting  to  me, 
a$  it  was  to  my  predecessor  Lord  Kent/on  ;*'  Doe  ex  deoi. 
Cddfmgh  v.  JUulliner  (a).    [Erie,  C.  J.     Tbe  intention 
of  the  tenant  may  have  been  to  steal  tbe  land  for  him- 
self; but  when  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  which  the  land 
is  iaclosed  and  tbe  landlord  is  the  same  person  the  law 
says  that  it  shall  be  for  tbe  landlord's  benefit.]     In  Doe 
d.  Uoi/d  y.  Jones  ib),  the  lessee  for  lives  of  a  farm  inclosed 
from  an  adjoining  waste,  over  which  there  was  a  right 
of  common  in  respect  of  bis  farm,  some  small  pieces  of 
land  near  but  not  actually  contiguous  to  the  farm.    The 
lessor  was  not  lord  of  the  waste,  and  it  was  held  that,  in 
the  absence  of  anything  showing  a  contrary  intention,  it 
vas  to  be  presumed  that  tlie  lessee  made  the  inclosures 
for  tbe  benefit  of  liis  lessor,  to  belong  to  him  as  part  of  the 
farm  at  the  determination  of  the  lease.     In  Kingsmill  v. 
ilUlard(c)f  Parke,  B.,  affirms  the  general  rule  as  to  the 
presumption  in  such  cases  and  says,  p.  318,  ^Mt  is  not 
necessary  that  the  land   inclosed  should   be  adjacent  to 
^  demised  premises;   the  same  rule  prevails  when  the 
encroacbment  is  at  a  distance."    To  rebut  that  presumption 
it  must  appear  that  the  tenant  at  the  time  did  some  act  to 
ahow  that  he  intended  to  make  the  encroachment  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  not  to  hold  it  as  he  held  the  farm  :  Doe 


(fl)  I  E^p.  N.  P.  C.  460.  (6)  15  M.  i  W.  580. 

(c)  11  J&r.  313,  31S. 
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d.  Lewis  v.  Rees  (a).  But  there  is  no  such  evidence 
here.  There  is  no  evidence  that  any  other  cattle  than  the 
Defendant's  were  turned  on  to  the  field ;  and  it  appears 
that  from  the  time  when  he  paid  the  labourer  the  4/.  for 
putting  up  the  fence  the  inclosed  land  was  used  by  the 
Defendant  in  the  same  way  as  the  rest  of  the  farm. 


Thomas  Alkn,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  ques- 
tion for  the  Court  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact. 
As  to  the  law,  assuming  that  the  encroachment  in 
question  was  made  by  the  Defendant,  the  circumstances 
rebut  the  presumption  that  he  made  it  for  his  landlord. 
The  question  is  what  was  the  intention  of  the  Defendant 
when  he  inclosed?  Where  an  encroachment  is  made  of 
land  adjacent  to  demised  land,  and  nothing  is  done  to 
show  a  different  intention,  the  presumption  arises  that 
the  inclosure  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  landlord, 
and  with  the  intention  of  annexing  it  to  the  demised 
premises;  but  the  authorities  show  that  contiguity  is 
regarded  as  of  the  greatest  importance.  "Adjacent" 
means  immediately  adjacent.  IWilles,  J.  It  does  not 
so  well  express  that  as  "conterminous."]  Here  the  en- 
croachment was  separated  from  the  holding  by  a  river, 
and  by  a  strip  of  land  forming  no  part  of  the  farm. 
In  Andrews  y.  Hailes{b),  it  was  held  that  a  road  sepa- 
rating the  holding  from  the  encroachment  did  not  rebut 
the  prim&  facie  presumption ;  and  that  may  well  be,  for 
the  whole  farm  might  be  benefited  by  it.  But  that  cannot 
be  said  of  the  river  intervening  here.  The  language  of 
Parhe^  B.,  in  Kingsmill  v.  Millard  {c),  which  has  been 
referred  to,  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of  that 
case.      In  dry  times  the  Defendant  here  might  get  his 


(a)  eC.^  P.  610.  (6)  2  £.  4-  B.  349. 

(f)  11  Ex.  313,  318. 
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cattle  over   the    river,    but   his  carts   never  went   over. 
He  had  no  right  on  the  other  side.     He  had  no  way  to 
the  eocroachment  from  the  farm;  so  that  unless  he  had 
been  allowed  to  take  his   carts   through  other  inclosed 
lands  the  field   would  have  been  inaccessible   to   them. 
These  facts  rebut  the  presumption  that  it  was  the  De- 
fendant's intention   to  annex  the  inclosure  to  his  farm. 
[He  then  argued  that  it  was   to  be   inferred  from   the 
evidence  that  the  encroachment  had  been  made  by  John 
DavieSf  the  labourer,  and  that  the  Defendant  had  obtained 
his  title  from  him  by  purchase.] 


1866. 


Earl  of 

LiSBURNB 

V. 

Davies. 


Erle,  C.  J.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
rule  must  be  discharged.  Being  called  upon  to  perform 
the  duties  of  a  juryman,  and  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  I 
take  it  that  the  farm  Bryneithinog,  the  bed  df  the  river, 
and  the  field  Caerhos,  were  within  the  manor  of  Lord 
Lisburne,  and  were  presumably  his  lordship's  land  ;  and 
I  think  the  farm  occupied  by  the  tenant  was  sufficiently 
near  to  the  field  inclosed  to  come  within  the  principle  of 
the  decisions  that  a  tenant  who  incloses  land  near  to  his 
demised  premises  is  to  be  presumed  to  inclose  for  the 
benefit  of  his  landlord.  The  distance  here  between  the 
farm  and  the  inclosure  was  not  sufficient  to  rebut  that 
presumption. 

It  is  not  essential,  in  order  that  the  presumption  may  be 
"^ade,  that  the  edge  of  the  demised  land  should  touch  upon 
we  encroachment ;  and  I  think  the  intervention  of  the  river 
J^ndthe  strip  of  land  here  is  not  sufficient  to  exclude  it. 
^6  presumption  has  been  supported  in  cases  where 
^  road  has  intervened.  The  farm  here  is  separated  from  the 
encroachment  by  a  small  river;  and  much  depends  upon 
the  description  of  the  river ;  and  it  might  well  be  that  if, 
instead  of  a  small  stream  as  here,  the  intervention  had 
"^^n  that  of  such  a  river  as  the  Rhine  a  different  pre- 
sumption  would  arise. 
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The  poiryt  on  which  I  entertained  some  doubt  wsKs  whe-* 
fher  the  Defendant  did  in  fact  fnclose  thii^  land ;  becacide  if  it 
was  inclosed  by  a  stranger,  and  he  saM  h  to  the  Defendarrti 
I  cannot  say  that  my  judgment  would  be  the  same.  Bert 
Recording  to  the  evidence,  Jahn  Dauies,  the  hedger  awd 
diteher,  never  occupied  the  field ;  and  I  find  as  a  feet 
tfpon  the  evidence,  that,  although  he  made  the  hedge,  be 
tnade  it  in  the  character  of  a  fabourer  employed  by  the 
Defendant,  and  that  the  land  was  not  inclosed  by  himr 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  I  therefore  give  my  verdict  for 
the  Plaintiff. 


WiLLEs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  fhe  only  part 
of  Mr.  Thomas  AtlerCs  argument  which  pressed  upon  me 
was  that  upon  the  evidence  the  Defendant  must  be  taken 
to  have  come  in  as  a  purchaser  {torn  John  Davies,  and  that, 
if  that  was-  so,  it  coufd  not  be  presumed  that  the  Defendant 
had  inclosed  for  the  benefit  of  his  hmdiord.  The  objeetiofi 
was  entitled  to  grave  consideration ;  but,  to  found  it,  it 
must  be  established  that  John  Davies  made  the  rnclosure, 
and  inclosed  for  himself.  That  depends  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  Defendant,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  4/.  which 
was  paid  to  Jakn  Davies  by  the  Defendant  was  paid  not 
for  the  land  but  for  the  labour  expended  in  making  the 
hedge.  No  mention  is  made  of  any  writings ;  and  the 
sum  paid  seems  more  likely  to  have  been  paid  for 
labour  than  as  the  price  of  four  acres  of  land.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  first  proposition  upon  which  the  Defend- 
ant must  rely  is  unfounded,  and  regret  that  I  have  to  gfve 
a  judgment  in  which  I  am  obliged  to  assume  the  province 
of  a  juryman. 

As  to  the  other  point  in  Mr.  Allen's  argument,  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  field  was  not  contiguous  to  the  farm 
in  the  sense  of  conterminous,  it  did  not  come  within  the 
principle  that  a  tenant  is  to  be  presumed  to  inclose  for 
his  landlord  :  I  agree  with  him  that  an  encroachment  may 
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be  made  upon  landf  at  such  a  distance  from  the  demised        1866. 

premises  as  that  the  principle  referred  to  woeild  not  apply.  ^^     ~" 

But  here  there  was  nothinor  between  the  farm  and  the  en-  LissuirprB 


0. 


croacfament  except  the  river  and  an  insignificant  strip  of      1>avie8. 
land.    The  history  of  the  law  on  this  subject  is  somewhat 
corious.    The  general  doctrine  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
questioned  till  1795,  when  Lord  Kenyan,  for  whom  it  is 
scarcely  necessary  for   me   to   say  that   1    entertain   the 
greatest  respect,  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Colclovgh  v.  Mulliner  {a\ 
is  stated  to  have  revolted  at  the  idea  that  a  tenant  could 
make  the  landlord  a  trespasser.     But  the  same  question 
arose  at   the  same  assizes  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Challoner  v. 
Daviis  (ft>,  before  Baron  Thompson.     It  appears  from  the 
fects  there  stated  that  the  encroachment  sought  to  be  re- 
covered was  not  conterminous  with  the  farm.    The  learned 
Judge  intimated  a  strong  opinion  against  the  Plaintiff,  but 
upon  his  counsel  mentioning  that  it  had  been  admitted  in  a 
case  before  Baron  Perryn  that  encroachments  by  tenants 
were  for  the  benefit  of  their  landlords,  and  that  the  same 
doctrine  had  been  recognized  by  Heath  and  Duller,  JJ., 
upon  that  circuit,  his  Lordship,  out  of  deference  to  such 
high  authorities,  declined  to  nonsuit  the  Plaintiff,  which  he 
otherwise  would  have  done,  and  he  obtained  the  verdict. 
The  doctrine,  therefore,  of  Lord  Wensleydale  in  Kingsmill 
^*Millard{c),  that  in  order  that  the  rule  may  apply  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  inclosed  land  should  be  adjacent  to 
"le  demised  premises,  is  not  a  novel  doctrine.     If  the  en- 
^^^achment  is  so  near  to  the  demised  land  that  by  reason 
^f  its  nearness  the   tenant   had   an   opportunity  to   en- 
croach, and  the  landlord  may  have  tacitly  acquiesced,  it 
is  sufficient. 

Keating,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  only  real 
S^estion  was  one  of  fact — whether  the  land  in  question 

(a)  1  £sp.  460.  (6)  1  £sp.  461. 

(c)  11  Er,  318. 
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was  inclosed  by  the  Defendant  or  by  John  Davits^  a 
stranger  who  sold  it  to  him.  I  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  was  inclosed  by  the  Defendant  by  the  hands  of 
John  DavieSy  and  that  the  money  paid  to  him  by  the  De- 
fendant was  paid  for  his  labour.  There  would  have  been 
some  sort  of  writing  if  there  had  really  been  any  sale.  As 
to  the  question  of  law,  assuming  the  land  to  have  been 
inclosed  by  the  Defendant,  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  and  my  Brother  Willes  for  the  reasons  which  they 
have  given. 


Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon  the  question 
of  fact.  I  also  think  that  it  is  not  the  law  that  to  raise  the 
general  presumption  in  favour  of  the  landlord  the  encroach- 
ment must  be  immediately  adjacent  to  the  demised  pre- 
mises. The  distance  the  encroachment  is  from  them  may 
be  an  element  in  the  consideration ;  and  in  some  cases  it 
may  be  so  great  as  to  destroy  the  presumption.  It  seems 
to  me  that  in  this  case  the  encroachment  was  sufficiently 
near  to  come  within  the  general  principle. 


Rule  discharged. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  181 

1866. 


Short  v.  Simpson  and  Others.  January  17. 


Under  a  bill  of  lading  goods  were  made  deliverable  to  order  or  assigns  at  Bill  qfladivg* 

B,    During  the  voyage  the  consignor  indorsed  the  bill  in  blank  to  Indorsement  by 

bankers  for  an  advance,  who  on  repayment  of  the  loan,  but  after  a  wrong-  and  re-iudont" 

fill  delivery  by  the  shipowners,  re  indorsed  it  to  the  consignor.     Held,  nieni  to  eon- 

that  the  consignor  was  thereby  remitted  to  all  his  uritcinal  rights  under  signer,. 

the  bill,  and  that  he  was  entitled,  independent  of  the  Bills  of  Lading  Accrual  tj  ^ 

Act,  18  &  1 9  yirt.  c.  1 1 1,  to  sue  the  ship-owners  on  the  contract,  for  the  right  rf  action 

wrongful  delivery.  before  re-in- 

I.  Semble,  where  a  bill  of  lading  has  been  indorsed  in  blank  to  one  per-  dortement, 

ion  and  by  him  handed  to  another,  such  third  person  takes  it  in  the  Indorsement  in 

capacity  of  indorsee,  with  all  the  rights  attaching  to  a  bill  of  lading,  and  blank. 

miffht  sustain  a  complaint  under  the  statute.  i^47/«  of  Lading 

Jet,  18  ^  19 

"nECLARATION  (first  count),  that  the  Plaintiff  at  the  ^^*'''  "^• 

request  of  the  Defendants  caused  to  be  delivered 

to  the  Defendants,  and  they  received  from  the  Plaintiff, 

certain  goods  and  merchandise  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  be  by 

them  on  board  a  ship  of  the  Defendants  safely  and  securely 

carried  and  conveyed  by  the  Defendants  therein  on  a  voyage, 

to  wit,  from  the  river  Thames  to  Bombay y  and  there,  to  wit 

at  Bombay  aforesaid,  to  be  safely  and  securely  delivered 

for  the  Plaintiff,  certain  perils  and  casualties  only  excepted, 

for  certain  freight  and  reward  to  the  Defendants  in  that 

behalf;  and  the  Defendants  were  not  prevented  from  so 

carrying  and  conveying  or  delivering  the  said  goods  and 

Dierchandise  by  any  or  either  of  the  perils  and  casualties 

aforesaid.      Averment   of  conditions    precedent.      Breach 

that  the  Defendants  did  not  safely  and   securely  carry, 

convey  and  deliver  the  goods  and  merchandise,  and  that 

through  the  carelessness,  negligence  and  improper  conduct 

of  the  Defendants  in  that  behalf  the  goods  became  and  were 

''Wlylost  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Plaintiff  lost  an  advan- 

^eous  market  for  the  same. 

Third  count.  That  by  a  bill  of  lading  made  on  the  3rd 
"*yof  September^  a.d.  1863,  by  the  Defendants,  and  de* 
I'^ered  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendants  promised  the  Plain- 
tiff that  certain  goods  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  bill  of  lading 
Daentioned,  and  then  shipped  on  board  the  ship  Dorothy  in 

^OL.  I.^c.  P.  O 
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1866.  the  port  of  London,  should  be  delivered  at  Bombay  in  India 
Short  (certain  perils  and  casualties  only  excepted)  to  the  Plaintiff 
Simpson  ^^  ^^^  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  same,  with 
primage  and  average  accustomed.  And  the  Plaintiff  in- 
dorsed the  said  bill  to  the  Central  Bank  of  Western  India, 
to  whom  the  property  in  the  said  goods  thereby  passed ; 
and  they  afterwards  re-indorsed  the  said  bill  of  lading  to 
the  Plaintiff,  to  whom  the  pro|)erty  in  the  said  goods  passed ; 
and  although  the  delivery  of  the  said  goods  was  not  pre- 
vented by  any  of  the  perils  or  casualties  aforesaid,  and  all 
conditions  were  performed  and  all  things  happened  and  all 
times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  maintain 
this  action  for  the  breach  hereinafter  mentioned,  yet  the  said 
goods  were  not  delivered  by  the  Defendants  at  Bombay 
aforesaid,  according  to  their  said  contract ;  but  the  same 
were  delivered  by  the  Defendants  to  persons  not  entitled 
to  receive  or  have  the  same,  and  the  same  were  wholly  lost 
Third  plea;  to  the  first  count.  That  the  said  goods  and 
merchandise  were  so  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  De- 
fendants, and  received  by  them  after  the  14lh  day  o( August, 
A.D.  1855  (a),  and  that  the  same  were  so  delivered  and  re- 
ceived under  and  subject  to  the  terms  of  a  certain  bill  of 
lading  then  signed  for  the  same  by  the  master  of  the  ship 
in  the  first  count  mentioned ;  and  that  the  agreement  for 
the  carriage,  conveyance  and  delivery  of  the  same  was  con- 
tained wholly  in  the  said  bill  of  lading  and  not  otherwise. 
That  the  said  bill  of  lading  was  and  is  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say — "  Shipped  in  good  order 
and  well-conditioned  by  Thomas  Short,  junior,  in  and  upon 
the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  'The  Dorothy,^  whereof  is 
master  for  this  present  voyage  Bruce,  and  now  riding  in  the 
river  Thames,  and  bound  for  Bombay,  thirty-one  cases 
merchandise,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  margin, 
and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  well- 

(a)  The  day  on  which  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  18  ^  19  Vict.c.Ul, 
came  into  operation. 
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conditioned  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  Bombay  (the  act  of  God,        1866. 
the  Queen's  enemies,  fire  and  all  and  every  other  dangers        Shoet 
ind  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers  and  navigation  of  wbatr     gm^oN. 
soever  nature  and  kind  soever  save  risks  of  boats  so  far  as 
ships  are  liable  thereto  excepted)  unto  order ;  freight  to  be 
paid  in  Lond<m  ship  lost  or  not  lost,  or  to  ■  assigns, 

freight  for  the  said  goods ,  with  primage  and  average 

accustomed.  In  witness  thereof  the  master  of  the  said  ship 
hath  affirmed  to  three  bills  of  lading  all  of  this  tenor  and 
date,  one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished,  the  others  to 
stand  void. 

'*  Dated  in  the  3rd  Sept.,  1863. 

**  Weight  and  contents  unknown.     Not  accountable  for 

leakage,  breakage  or  rust. 

"  Benjm.  Bruce, 

"  Endorsed 

"  Per  pro.  Thomas  Short,  Jr. 

"  Geo.  Short." 

That  after  the  shipment  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandise, 
and  before  the  arrival  of  the  said  ship  at  Bombay,  the 
Plaintiff  indorsed  the  said  bill  of  lading  to  certain  persons, 
to  the  Defendants  unknown,  in  order  to  pass  the  property 
in  the  said  goods  and  merchandise  to  such  persons,  and  that 
thereupon  and  by  reason  of  such  indorsement  the  pro- 
perty in  the  said  goods  and  merchandise  mentioned  in  the 
first  count  passed  to  the  said  persons,  and  that  the  said 
persons  were  the  holders  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  and  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the 
said  goods  and  merchandise  were  the  parties  entitled  to 
sue  the  Defendants  in  respect  of  the  grievances  mentioned 
in  the  said  first  count. 

Tenth  plea;  to  the  third  count.  That  the  said  bill  of 
lading  was  made  after  the  14th  August,  1855,  and  that  the 
re-indorsement  thereof  by  the  Central  Bank  of  Western 
India  to  the  Plaintiff  was  first  made  after  the  alleged  default 
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1866.        of  the  Defendant,  and  not  otherwisei  and  that  at  the  time 
Short        of  ^^e  alleged  default  the  Central  Bank  of  Western  India 
Simpson.       ^^^^  ^^  holders  of  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and  the  persons 
entitled  to  receive  the  said  goods,  and  to  sue  the  Defend- 
ants in  respect  of  such  alleged  default. 

The  third  count  was  also  demurred  to  ;  the  ground  stated 
in  the  margin  being  that  the  count  did  not  show  that  the 
bill  of  lading  was  re-indorsed  before  the  time  for  delivering 
the  goods  had  elapsed. 

Second  replication  to  the  third  plea.  That  whilst  the  said 
persons  to  whom  the  Plaintiff  indorsed  the  said  bill  of 
lading  as  therein  mentioned  were  the  holders  of  the  said  bill 
of  lading,  the  Defendants  did  not  at  any  time  deliver  to  the 
said  persons,  nor  did  they  at  any  time  during  such  period, 
or  at  all,  have  delivery  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandise 
from  the  Defendants,  who  altogether  made  default  in  per- 
forming their  duty,  and  the  terms  of  the  bailment  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  by  delivering  the  said  goods 
and  merchandise  to  persons  not  entitled  to  receive  the 
same,  to  wit,  to  persons  other  than  the  said  persons  in  the 
third  plea  mentioned,  and  other  than  the  Plaintiff:  that 
the  said  bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  by  the  Plaintiff  as  in 
the  said  plea  mentioned  in  blank  and  not  otherwise,  and 
delivered  to  the  said  indorsees  thereof  by  the  said  Plaintiff 
so  indorsed  in  blank,  which  was  the  indorsement  in  the  said 
third  plea  mentioned  ;  and  that  after  such  indorsement  and 
before  suit,  and  whilst  such  indorsees  thereof  in  the  said  plea 
mentioned  were  the  lawful  holders  thereof,  they  with  the 
intent  to  pass  and  revest  the  property  in  the  said  goods  and 
merchandise  to  and  in  the  Plaintiff,  thereby  redelivered  the 
said,  bill  of  lading  so  indorsed  in  blank  to  the  Plaintiff  with 
such  intent  as  aforesaid,  and  so  as  to  pass  and  revest,  and 
they  did  thereby  pass  and  revest,  the  said  property  and  all 
rights  of  action  in  respect  of  the  said  goods  to  and  in  the 
Plaintiff:  that  the  said  indorsement  of  the  said  bill  of  lading 
to  the  said  persons  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  was  not  made 
with  intent  to  pass,  and  did  not  as  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
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the  said  indorsees  pass  the  absolute  property  in  and  an  in-        1866. 
defeasible  right  to  the  said  goods  and  merchandise  to  the        Short 
said  persons,  but  with  intent  to  give  them,  and  in  pursuance      siurgon 
of  an  agreement  between  them  and  the  Plaintiff  to  give 
them,  a  right  in  the  nature  of  a  pledge  upon  and  in  respect 
c^f  the  said   goods   and    merchandise  by  way  of  further 
^ssarance,  to  secure  monies  advanced  and  paid  by  them 
-co  the  Plaintiff:  and  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
^-edelivery  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  said 
-grfionies  had  been  repaid  to  the  said  persons,  and  all  claims 
uspon  or  in  respect  of  the  said  goods  had  been  and  were 
satisfied. 

Demurrer  to  tenth  plea,  on  the  ground  that  the  rights  of 
flLCtion  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  with  the  property  on   re- 
indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading,  even  though  the  alleged 
vrrong  might  have  accrued  before  the  re-indorsement  to  the 
Plaintiff. 

Second  rejoinder  to  second  replication  to  third  plea,  that 
Ae  gaid  indorsees  in  the  said  replication  mentioned  first 
'^delivered  the  said  bill  of  lading  so  indorsed  in  blank  as 
^^rein  mentioned  to  the  Plaintiff  after  the  said  alleged 
^^fault  of  the  Defendants  in  this  said  replication  mentioned, 
^^d  not  otherwise.  And  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  ol- 
l^ed  default  the  said  indorsees  were  the  holders  of  the  bills 
°'  lading,  and  the  parties  entitled  to  receive  the  said  goods 
^^d  merchandise,  and  to  sue  for  the  non-delivery  thereof. 

The  second  replication  was  also  demurred    to,  on  the 
P'^Und  that  it  did  not  aver  a  re- deli  very  before  default. 

Oemurrer  to  second  rejoinder ;  the  ground  stated  being 
*^^t   whensoever  the  default  of  the  Defendants  was  made, 
"^     right    to   sue   in   respect    thereof    was   then   in   the 
^'^intiff. 
Joinders  in  demurrer. 

-^Dowdeswell  for  the  Plaintiff. — There  is  really  but  one 
^^^«tion  of  law  arising  on  these  pleadings,  viz.  whether  the 
^^^orsement  of  a  bill  of  lading  carries  with  it  a  right  of 
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1866.  action  which  has  accrued  previously  to  the  indorgeroent, 
Shoe*  and  that  depends  upon  what  is  the  proper  construction 
SiMPsoH.  of  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  18  k  19  Vict,  c.  1 II.  It  was 
originally  supposed  that  bills  of  lading  were  negotiable 
in  the  same  manner  that  bills  of  exchange  are,  but  the 
cases  of  Thompson  v.  Dominy  (n)  and  Howard  v.  Shep^ 
herdib)  decided  that  as  the  law  then  was,  the  right  of 
property  only  and  not  the  right  of  action  was  transferred 
to  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading.  The  Bill  of  Lading  Act 
was  then  passed  expressly  to  meet  those  decisions,  and 
the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  place  the  holder  of  a  bill 
of  lading  on  the  same  footing  witli  the  holder  of  a  bill 
of  exchange.  The  preamble  recites,  that  "  all  rights  in 
respect  of  the  contract  contained  in  the  bill  of  lading  con* 
tinue  in  the  original  shipper  or  owner,  and  it  is  expedient 
that  such  rights  should  pass  with  the  property,"  and  then 
enacts,  that  *' every  consignee  of  goods  named  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  every  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading  to  whom  the 
property  in  the  goods  therein  mentioned  shall  pass,  upon 
or  by  reason  of  such  consignment  or  indorsement  shall  have 
transferred  to  and  vested  in  him  all  rights  of  suit  and  be 
subject  to  the  same  liabilities  in  respect  of  such  goods  as 
if  the  contract  contained  in  the  bill  of  lading  had  been  made 
with  himself."  Thus  all  rights  of  suit  now  pass  with  the 
property,  thereby  including  a  vested  as  well  as  a  future 
right  of  action — as  the  property  passes,  so  does  the  right 
of  action.  The  inconvenience  of  holding  the  view  con- 
tended for  by  the  Defendants  is  manifest,  when  it  is  con- 
sidered through  how  many  hands  a  bill  of  lading  may  have 
passed  before  an  action  is  brought  upon  it. 
[He  was  then  stopped.] 

Sir  G.  Honyman  for  the  Defendants. — Reading  the  third 
count  together  with  the  third  plea,  the  second  replication 
to  that  plea,  and  the  rejoinder  to  that  replication,  it  appears 

(a)  14  M.  ^  W.  403.  {b)  9  C.  B.  297. 
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that  before  the  bill  was  re-indorsed  the  wrong  complained        1866. 
of  had  been  committed.     Under  these  circumstances  the  " 


Simpson. 


Short 

right  of  action  did  not  pass.     On  the  true  construction  of     g,^f; 
the  statute,  it  is  not  every  indorsement  that  transfers  the 
right  of  action ;  but  by  the  re-indorsement  to  the  Plain- 
tiff in  this  case  not  even  the  property  passed ;  and  con- 
sequently the  statute  is  in  no  sense  applicable :  Lickbarrow 
V.  Mason  (a);    Wright  v.  Campbell  (h).     After  the  goods 
were  delivered,  it  was  not  competent  to  the  person  holding 
the  bill  of  lading  to  hand  it  over  or  put  his  name  upon  it, 
with  the  intention  of  passing  the  property,  for  then  the  in- 
strument no  longer  represented  the  goods. 

It  is  clear  by  the  third  plea  that  the  right  of  action 
originally  in  the  Plaintiff  was  taken  from  him,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  replication  to  show  that  it  was  restored  to 
him,  unless  the  statute  restores  it  The  expression  in  the 
replication,  that  the  first  indorsement  did  not  as  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  indorsees  pass  the  ''absolute  property 
in  and  an  indefeasible  right  to  the  goods/'  is  one  not  to  be 
found  in  the  statute.  Suppose  the  goods  had  gone  to  the 
bottom  of  the  sea,  could  it  be  said  that  the  indorsement 
would  then  have  been  of  any  avail  ?  The  intention  of  the 
indorser  must  be  taken  to  be  to  pass  the  property  in  the 
goods  when  in  itinere  and  not  when  delivered  into  the 
hands  of  a  wrongdoer. 

Dowdeswell  in  reply. — It  appears  on  the  record  that  the 
property  did  revest  in  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendants' 
pleas  do  not  deny  this.  It  is  not  shown  that  there  was  a 
delivery  of  the  goods  as  contracted  for,  or  that  the  voyage 
^a8  ever  completed:  and  a  wrongful  delivery  will  not 
relieve  the  Defendants.  [Sir  G,  Honyman  said  he  should 
^Pply  to  have  the  plea  amended  by  inserting  an  averment 

(«)  1  Smith,  L.  C.  710,  5th  edition. 

4  Burrow,  2046,  and  cited  in  Mason  v.  Lickbarrow,  1  H.  B.  357, 366. 
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1866.       of  delivery  at  Bombay.'}      The  amendment  will  not  avail 
"    Short        the  Defendants,  the  contract  being  to  deliver  to  the  Plain- 
Sjmpson       ^*^  ^^  ^^®  assigns  :  Jones  v.  Dowle  (a). 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  bill  of  lading  in  this  case  was 
indorsed  in  blank  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  money  on  it,  and  the  indorsees,  the  bankers  with 
whom  the  bill  bad  been  deposited,  and  while  it  was  still 
outstanding,  received  satisfaction  for  their  claim,  and  they 
handed  the  bill  back  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  original  consig- 
nor. This  being  so,  I  think  that,  without  having  recourse 
to  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  the  Plaintiff  was  thereby  re- 
mitted to  all  his  rights  under  the  original  contract.  But 
where  a  bill  of  lading  has  been  indorsed  in  blank  to  one 
person  and  by  him  handed  to  another,  I  should  say  that 
such  third  person  takes  it  in  the  capacity  of  indorsee  with 
all  the  rights  attaching  to  a  bill  of  lading,  and  that  he 
might  sustain  his  complaint  under  the  statute.  Here, 
however,  the  Defendants  cannot  avoid  their  liability  on 
the  bill  of  lading  by  showing  a  wrongful  delivery  of  the 
goods. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
true  construction  of  the  Act  is,  that  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities under  the  bill  of  lading  may  be  transferred  by 
indorsement,  and  that  these  are  in  force  so  long  as  the 
indorsement  is  in  force.  When  therefore  this  bill  of  lading 
was  handed  back  to  the  consignor,  he  was  remitted  to  the 
rights  he  possessed  independently  of  tde  Act  of  Parliament 
I  agree  also  that  the  Defendants  cannot  better  their  position 
by  pleading  a  wrongful  delivery. 

Keating,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  Plaintiff 

(a)  9  li.  ^  W.  19. 
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was  remitted  to  his  original  rights,  and  a  wrongful  delivery 
is  DO  delivery. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Whichever 
way  the  question  is  looked  at,  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  succeed.  The  true  construction  of  the  Bill  of  Lading 
Act  seems  to  be  that  under  the  contract  all  rights  of  action 
pass  or  slide  from  one  assignee  to  another.  If  the  goods 
had  been  delivered  according  to  the  bill  of  lading,  a  different 
question  might  have  arisen.  But  that  not  being  so,  and 
the  bill  having  been  assigned,  I  see  no  reason  why  all  the 
nghts  under  the  bill  should  not  pass  to  the  person  who 
became  entitled  to  it. 


186& 


Short 

V. 

Simpson. 


Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Beckett  v.  The  Midland  Railway  Company. 

^o  a.  declaration  on  an  award  under  the  68tli  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  alleging  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  compen* 
sation  by  reason  of  his  messuage  being  injuriously  affected  by  the  exe- 
cution of  works  authorized  by  the  Defendants*  special  Act,  and  that  it 
lad  been  agreed  to  refer  the  amount  of  compensation  to  arbitration, 
snd  that  the  arbitrator  awarded  and  adjudged   that  the  Plaintiff  had 
sustained  damage  by  reason  of  his  messuage  being  injuriously  affected 
^y  the  execution  of  the  Defendants'  works  as  authorized  by  their  Act 
"*^o  wit,  ''by  the  erection  of  an  embankment,  and  by  the  narrowing  of 
*  road  in  front  uf  the  said  messuage,  to  the  amount  of  80/.;"  the  De- 
^<^ndants  pleaded,  after  setting  out  the  award  and  the  agreement  to 
'^fer,  that  the  Plaintiff's  said  messuage  was  not,  nor  was  his  interest 
^Herein,  injuriously  affected  by  the  narrowing  of  the  said  road  in  front 
^f  the  said  messuage;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  80/.  included  money 
^be  amount  of  which  was  unknown  to  the  Defendants,  which  money  the 
^id  arbitrator  awarded  for  compensation  for  damage  sustained  by  the 
Plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  said  messuage  being,  as  the  arbitrator  erro< 
•^eously  supposed,  injuriously  affected  by  the  narrowing  of  the  said 
'^Oad,  by  reason  whereof  the  said  supposed  award  was  void.     Held, 
^u  demurrer,  a  good  plea. 

I^Q^E  declaration  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was  seised  in 

fee  of  a  certain  messuage ;  that  the  Defendants  were 

^I>owered  by  certain  Acts  of  Parliament  to  execute  certain 

^^»'ks;  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  a  party  entitled  to  compen- 
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1866.  sation  in  respect  of  his  interest  in  the  said  messaage,  which 
Beckett  ^^s  injuriously  affected  within  the  meaning  of  the  68th 
Midland  Section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict. 
Railway  Co.  c,  18,  by  the  execution  of  the  said  works,  gave  notice  to  the 
Defendants  of  his  desire  to  have  the  question  of  compen- 
sation settled  by  arbitration ;  that  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  the  award  of  one  J,  T.  A.;  that  the  arbi- 
trator duly  made  and  published  his  award  in  writing  con- 
cerning the  matter  so  referred  to  him,  and  thereby  awarded 
and  adjudged  that  the  Plaintiff  had  sustained  damage  by 
reason  of  his  said  messuage  being  injuriously  affected  by 
the  execution  of  the  said  works  mentioned  in  and  autho- 
rized by  the  Nth  section  of  the  Midland  Railway  (Addi- 
tional Powers)  Act,  186^,  to  wit,  by  the  erection  of  an 
embankment,  and  by  the  narrowing  of  the  said  road  in 
front  of  the  said  messuage,  to  the  amount  of  80/.,  which 
sum  the  arbitrator  thereby  awarded  and  directed  the  said 
Defendants  to  pay  the  said  Plaintiff.  Breach,  that  the 
Defendants  had  not  paid  the  sum  awarded. 
The  second  plea  set  out  the  award  as  follows  :— 
"  Whereas  by  a  certain  agreement  in  writing,  bearing  the 
date  3rd  January,  1865,  made  between  W,  T.  Beckett, 
clerk,  &c.,  of  the  first  part,  and  the  Midland  Railway 
Company  of  the  second  part,  reciting  that  the  said  W.  T. 
Beckett  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage  situate  in  Ampthill 
Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  in  Bedford,  in  the  connty 
of  Bedford,  known  and  described  as  No.  30,  Ampthill 
Street,  and  now  in  the  occupation  of  Thomas  Sheppard: 
And  whereas  the  Midland  Railway  Company,  by  the  14th 
section  of  the  Midland  Railway  (Additional  Powers)  Act, 
1862  (being  the  25th  &  26th  Victoria,  chapter  81),  was 
empowered  to  carry  the  Bedford,  Ampthill  and  Wobum 
Turnpike  Road  across  their  Leicester  and  Hitchin  Railway 
by  means  of  a  bridge,  in  lieu  of  the  existing  level  crossing 
of  that  road,  and  for  that  purpose  to  divert  the  said  road. 
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and  after  the  completion  thereof  to  stop  up  and  discontinue        1866. 
OTch  level  crossing :  And  whereas  the  said  Midland  Railway       Beckett 
Company,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  so  as  above  men-  *'• 

tioned  given  them,  have  stopped  up  and  discontinued  such   Railway  Co. 
level  crossing  as  aforesaid,  and   have  diverted    the   said 
Bedford,  Ampthill  and  Woburn  Turnpike  Road,  and  have 
carried  the  said  road  across  their  Leicester  and  Hitchin 
Hallway  by  means  of  a  bridge,  in  lieu  of  the  existing  level 
crossing :  And  whereas  the  said  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany have  alsOy  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  so  as  above 
mentioned  given  them,  carried  the  said  road  so  diverted  as 
above  mentioned  upon  and  by  means  of  an  embankment, 
varying  in  height  from  7  feet  9  inches  at  the  lowest  to  14  feet 
3  inches  at  the  highest,  or  thereabouts,  and  running  up  to  the 
said  bridge  and  in  front  of  the  said  messuage,  ^c,  and  of 
which  the  said  W.  T.  Beckett  is  seised  in  fee :  And  whereas 
tbe  said  Midland  Railway  Company,  for  the  better  forma- 
tion of  the  said  road  so  diverted  as  above  mentioned,  and 
ia    the  pursuance  of  the  powers  so  as  aforesaid  conferred 
upon  them,  have  taken  and  occupied  a  portion  of  the  said 
Bedford,  Ampthill  and  Woburn  Turnpike  Road  in  front  of 
the  above-mentioned  messuage  :  And  whereas,  by  the  said 
recited  agreement  of  the  3rd  January,  1865,  the  said  W.  T. 
Beckett  complained  that  the  said  messuage  has  been  inju- 
riously affected  by  the  execution  of  the  works  mentioned  in 
And  authorized  by  the  said   14th  section  of  the  Midland 
H^ailway  (Additional  Powers)  Act,  1862,  and  says  that  he  is 
^titled  to  compensation  in  respect  of  such  injury,  for  which 
the  said  Midland  Railway  Company  have  not  made  him 
®^^^sfaction :  And  whereas  it  was  agreed  by  the  said  parties 
to  the  said  agreement  that  the  amount  of  compensation  to 
"^  paid  by  the  said  Midland  Railway  Company  to  the  said 
^-  r.  Beckett  for  the  said  alleged  injury  should  be  referred 
^  the  award  and  final  determination  of  one  J.  T.  A,,  &c. : 
^^^''^  1,  the  said  J.  T.  A,,  having,  &c.,  award  and  adjudge 
^h^t  the  said    W,  T.  Beckett  has  sustained  damage  by 
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1866.       reason  of  his  said  messuage,  &c.,  being  injuriously  aiTected 
Beckett      ^Y  ^^^  execution  of  the  said  works  mentioned  in  and  au- 
Midland      ^horized  by  the  14th  section  of  the  Midland  Railway  (Ad- 
RailwayCo.  ditional  Powers)  Act,  1862,  to  wit,  by  the  erection  of  an 
embankment,  and  by  the  narrowing  of  the  road  in  front  of 
the  said  messuage,  to  the  amount  of  80/.,  which  sum  I 
hereby  award  and  direct  the  said  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany to  pay  to  the  said  W.  T.  Beckett," 

The  plea  then  set  out  the  agreement  above  recited,  re- 
ferring to  arbitration  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
paid  for  the  injury  caused  by  the  execution  of  the  works 
mentioned,  and  proceeded, — 

''  And  the  Defendants  say  that  Plaintiff's  said  messuage 
was  not,  nor  was  his  interest  therein,  injuriously  affected 
by  the  narrowing  of  the  said  road  in  front  of  the  said  mes- 
suage; and  the  Defendants  say  that  the  said  sum  of  SOL 
included  money  the  amount  of  which  is  unknown  to  the 
Defendants,  which  money  the  said  arbitrator  awarded  for 
compensation  for  damage  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  by 
reason  of  his  said  messuage  being,  as  the  arbitrator  erro- 
neously supposed,  injuriously  affected  by  the  narrowing  of 
the  said  road,  by  reason  whereof  the  said  supposed  award 
was  and  is  void." 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  matter  of  law  marked  for  argument  was,  that  the 
validity  of  the  award  set  out  in  the  plea  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned, except  for  an  error  apparent  on  the  face  thereof, 
and  that  the  award  set  out  in  the  plea  was  good  on  the  face 
thereof. 

Stephenson  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  question  is, 
what  is  meant  by  the  plea?  It  states  that  the  arbitrator 
awarded  compensation  for  damages  to  the  Plaintiff's  mes- 
suage, which  the  arbitrator  erroneously  supposed  to  have 
been  injuriously  affected  by  the  narrowing  of  the  road, 
"  Erroneous"  can  only  mean  that  there  is  something  erro- 
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neous  on  the  face  of  the  award,  and  the  traverse,  if  anything  1866. 
is  traversed,  applies  only  to  the  last  allegation,  that  the  pro-  Beckett 
perty  was  injuriously  affected.  But  if  by  any  means  injury  midland 
has  been  done  to  the  Plaintiff's  house  within  the  Lands  Railway  Co. 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  then  this  award  is  good  on  the 
face  of  it.  In  Rickets  v.  The  Metropolitan  Railway  Com^ 
pany{m  error)  (a),  the  question  was  whether  a  claim  could  be 
made  for  loss  of  custom;  but  the  question  of  injury  to  a 
house  on  a  highway  is  also  discussed.  In  the  judgment  the 
Courtsay,  p.  166 — "The  principle  is,  that  the  value  of  a 
house  is  affected  by  the  relation  of  its  situation  to  the  ad- 
joining highway,  that  is,  by  the  convenience  of  the  private 
rights  of  ingress  and  egress  from  the  one  to  the  other,  and 
by  the  circumstances  of  the  highway  itself  tending  to  make 
it  useful  and  agreeable  to  the  occupier  of  the  house.  If  a 
house  on  a  level  with  a  commodious,  beautiful,  well -fre- 
quented street  either  be  lifted  or  sunk  by  the  railway  20 
feet  below  the  level  of  that  street,  the  house  would  be 
injuriously  affected,  both  for  pleasure  and  profit,  by  reason 
of  the  change  in  the  access  to  and  from  the  house ;  or 
if  a  house  fronting  to  a  street  of  that  description  should 
he  turned  round,  so  as  to  front  to  a  dark  back  alley,  the 
house  would  be  injuriously  affected.  The  site  of  the  house 
would  be  altered  for  the  worse."  [Field,  contrsL. — We 
^0  not  say  that  the  award  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it.]  The 
'^arrowing  of  the  road  may  constitute  an  injurious  affec- 
t'on  of  the  Plaintiff's  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
^^t,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  on  the  face  of  the  award  some- 
^log  is  stated  by  which  that  property  may  be  injuriously 
effected.  Unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  arbitrator  has 
exceeded  his  authority,  the  award  must  be  held  good,  and 
^s  not  for  the  Defendants  to  put  a  construction  upon  it, 
^  order  that  the  construction  may  be  traversed.    In  Hodg^ 

(a)  5  B.  4  5.  156. 
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1866.  kinson  v.  Fernieia)  it  was  held,  that  where  a  matter  is 
Beckett  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  chosen  by  the  parties  to  the 
Midland  reference,  they  are  bound  by  his  award,  both  as  to  law 
Railway  Co.  ^nd  fact,  provided  the  award  be  good  on  the  face  of  it, 
and  no  misconduct  is  imputed.  [Smith,  J.  That  was 
the  case  of  an  ordinary  award.]  It  was  so;  but  there  is 
no  difference  between  those  and  the  present.  [£irle, 
C.  J.  There  is  a  difference ;  for  in  an  action  on  an  award 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  finding  that 
certain  lands  have  been  injuriously  affected,  a  railway  com- 
pany may  plead  that  the  lands  are  not  injuriously  affected.] 
Then  this  plea  is  not  a  plea  denying  the  injurious  affec- 
tion, such  as  was  held  good  in  Read  v.  Victoria  Station 
and  Pimlico  Railway  Company  {b).  [FTi/fc*,  J.,  referred 
to  Barber  y.  Nottingham  and  Grantham  Railway  and 
Canal  Company  (c),  where  it  was  held  that  the  verdict 
of  a  jury  and  judgment  thereon  of  commissioners  em- 
powered by  a  local  Act  to  settle  all  questions  in  difffer- 
ence  between  the  parties,  and  to  give  judgment  for  the 
recompense  assessed  by  a  jury,  was  conclusive  as  to 
the  amount  only,  and  not  as  to  the  right  of  compen- 
sation.] It  is  there  stated  that  a  company  may  tra- 
verse the  damnum  as  well  as  the  injuria.  Here  it  must 
be  assumed  that  there  was  both  damnum  and  injuria, 
[WilleSf  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  would  be  a 
good  plea  to  an  ordinary  award.  Where  all  matters  in 
difference  have  been  submitted  to  an  arbitrator,  it  is 
a  good  plea  to  say  that  the  award  is  silent  on  a  matter 
in  difference  between  the  parties,  and  of  which  the  arbi- 
trator had  notice :  Mitchell  v.  Staveley  {d).  Or  you  may 
plead  that  the  arbitrator  has  either  not  pursued  or  ex- 
ceeded his  authority.     The  case  of  Fisher  v.  Pimbley  («), 

(a)  3  C.  B.,  A^.  5.  189.  (r)  15  C.  B.,  N,  S.  726. 

{b)  1  H.  4-  C.  82G.  (£/)  16  East,  58. 

(e)  11  East,  188. 
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though  much  observed  upon,  is  a  sufficient  authority  for        1866. 
this  point.]    That  is  not  the  case  here,  for  the  terms  of  the      Beckett 
reference  show  that  the  arbitrator  has  only  done  what  he      midland 

had  power  to  do.  Railway  Co. 

[He  referred  also  to  Richardson  v.  Nourse  (a),  and  the 
Court  mentioned  TTie  Caledonian  Railway  Company  v. 
Ogilvie{b).] 

Field  {Macnamara  with  him)  was  not  called  upon. 

Erlb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  for  the  Defendants.     This  action  was  founded  on  an 
award  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  in  re- 
spect of  a  claim  for  property  injuriously  affected.     If  the 
claim  had  been  confined  to  the  injury  arising  from  the  nar- 
rowing of  the  road,  and  the  parties  did  not  agree,  the  com- 
pany would   have  been  bound   to  submit   the  matter  to 
arbitration,  or  to  the  decision  of  a  jury,  under  peril  of 
paying  the  sum  claimed.     The  agreement  here  was  to  a 
reference,  and  the  award  stands  in  pari  jure  with  compen- 
sation by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.     I  take  the  cases  in  the 
tooks  to  decide  that  in  the  event  of  the  Plaintiff  establish- 
ing any  right  to  compensation,  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to 
traverse   that   allegation.     Here  the  Plaintiff  states  that 
the  road  in  front  of  his  house  was  narrowed,  and  he  brings 
«'8  action  to  recover  compensation  for  injurious  affection 
""oni  that  cause  and  also  from  the  making  of  the  embank- 
^^nt.    The  award  has  expressly  found  that  there  was  in- 
J^'Hous  affection  by  the  narrowing  of  the  road,  and  by  the 
^'^^bankment;  but  the  company  say  that  the  claim  is  not 
^  good  one,  because  the   Plaintiff's  messuage  is  not  da- 
'^^ged  by  the  narrowing  of  the  road  within  the  meaning 
the  statute.     The  Plaintiff  replies  that  the  plea  is  bad, 
^^ause  the  award  on  the  face  of  it  states  a  valid  claim  in 
^^pect  of  the  injury  arising  from  the  embankment.     If  the 

(a)  3  B.  4-  iJ/.  237.  (6)  2  Mncqueen,  229. 
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award  had  been  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  com- 
pensation of  40/.  for  the  embankment  and  to  40/.  for  the 
narrowing  of  the  road,  the  case  would  have  been  different« 
As  it  stands  the  company  are  not  in  my  opinion  liable,  for 
the  claim  is  in  respect  of  both,  while  the  demurrer  admits 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  damages  in  respect  of 
narrowing  the  road.  The  only  way  the  company  can 
relieve  themselves  against  the  unfounded  claim  of  that 
nature  is  to  traverse  the  allegation  of  injurious  affection. 


WiLLEs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  Hke  case  upon 
an  ordinary  award  would  be  a  reference  of  a  claim  upon 
the  condition  that  it  should  prove  enforceable  at  law;  as,  for 
instance,  a  reference  as  to  damages.  As  soon  as  the  amount 
was  ascertained,  the  question  would  arise  whether  tlie 
claim  was  good  in  law ;  so  if  there  were  several  of  such 
claims,  the  reference  would  be  a  reference  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages  in  such  of  those  claims  as  were  en- 
forceable at  law.  If  after  the  award  had  been  made,  it 
included  a  claim  not  enforceable  at  law,  the  condition 
would  come  into  operation.  And  if  judgment  were  given 
for  the  whole  amount,  it  could  not  be  said  how  much  was 
really  due,  unless  the  sum  assessed  in  regard  to  the  invalid 
claim  were  specifically  stated  in  the  award.  The  construc- 
tion which  has  been  put  on  this  section  of  The  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  in  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  The  Lon^ 
don  and  North-Western  Railway  Company  (a),  followed  in 
subsequent  cases,  is  that  the  Act  imposes  such  a  condition 
as  I  have  suggested  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  award. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  Plain- 
tiff's contention  were  correct  it  would  deprive  the  railway 
company  of  the  means  of  getting  rid  of  a  claim  for  which 
it  is  admitted  on  the  record  there  is  no  foundation.     The 


(fl)  3  E.  <J  B.  443. 
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only  reason  given  for  this  is  that  the  award  has  included  in  1866. 

the  amount  awarded  a  claim  in  respect  of  which  the  Plain-  Beckett 

tiff  is  entitled.     But  it  cannot  be  permitted  that  such  a  Midland 
argument  should  prevail. 

Montagu  Smith,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendants. 


p. 

>L 

Railway  Co. 


Skillett  and  Others  v.  Fletcher  and  Another. 

January  26. 

^     a  declaration  on  a  bond  reciting^  that  one  S.  was  appointed  collector  of  principal  and 
poor  rates  and  of  sewers  and   general   rates,    that  he   miji^ht   be  re-  surety, 
appointed  collector  of  all  or  some  or  one  of  the  said  rates,  and  that  the   Bond /or  due 
defendants  were  sureties,  the  condition  being,  that  if  S.  should  eflec-  performance  of 
tuaily  perform  the  duties  and  account  for  the  monies  "  of  the  office"  duties  qf '*  qf- 
the  deed  should  be  void;  and  alleging  as  a  breach,  that  S.  did  not  jfre." 
effectually  perform  the  duties,  or  account  for  monies  received  in  the   Distinct  ap^ 
execution,  of  his  office  of  collector ;  the  plea  was,  that  the  bond  was  made  pointment  to 
before  the  passing  of  the  statutes  21  &  22  Fict.  c.  101-,  and  25  &  26  Vict,  cognate  duties, 
e.  102,  under  which  iS^.,  without  notice  to  Defendants,  was  appointed    increase  ofre" 
collector  of  certain  rates,  being  other  and  greater  rates  than  those  sponsibility, 
named  in  the  bond,  whereby  the  Defendants'  risks  as  his  sureties  was  Severable  bond, 

*^        increased : 

^  ^Id,  on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  for  assuming  the  risk  of  the  sureties 

to  have  been  increased  in  respect  of  the  sewers  rates,  their  liability  in 

respect  of  the  poor  rates  was  distinct  and  separate ;  and  as  the  plea 

showed  no  discharge  of  the  obligation  in  regard  to  them,  all  the  causes 

^  of  action  in  the  declaratioMpere  not  answered. 


J^ECLARATION  on  a  bond  given  by  the  Defendants  to 
the  Plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  1 ,000/.,  subject  to  a  con- 
dition; which  recited  that  in  and  by  an  Act  of  Parliament 
Passed  in  the  49th  year  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George 
^^^  Third,  intituled  *  An  Act  for  the  more  equally  and  effec- 
^^^ly  assessing  and  collecting  the  Poor  Rates  within  the 
*^^rish  of  St.  Anne,  commonly  called    St.  Anne,  Lime- 
^ovse,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  ;*  it  was  enacted,  that 
^^    should  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  churchwardens,  over- 
^ers  of  the  poor  and   vestrymen  of  the  parish  in  vestry 
^sembled,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  in  case  they  should 
VOL.  i.~c.  p.  P 
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1866.  deem  it  necessary^  from  time  to  time  to  appoint  a  trea- 
Skillbtt  surer  or  treasurers,  and  a  clerk  or  clerks,  and  a  collector 
Fletcher.  ^^  collectors,  of  the  poor  rates  of  the  said  parish,  and 
such  other  officers  as  they  might  judge  necessary,  and 
should  take  such  security  as  they,  the  said  churchwardens, 
overseers  of  the  poor  and  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish, 
should  think  proper,  from  such  treasurers,  clerks,  or  col- 
lectors, and  should  and  might  from  time  to  time  remove 
such  treasurers,  clerks,  collectors  and  other  officers,  and 
appoint  in  like  manner  by  ballot  others  in  the  room  and 
stead  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  removed,  or  as  should 
die  or  discontinue,  or  resign  his  or  their  office  or  offices; 
and  that  J?.  D.  Skillett  was,  on  the  25th  day  of  March, 
1862,  duly  appointed  collector  of  the  poor  rates  of  the 
parish,  and  was  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  1856,  dulj 
appointed  collector  of  the  sewers  rates  and  general  rates  to 
be  levied  under  the  provisions  of  'The  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act,  1855,'  and  that  it  might  happen  that 
the  said  E.  Z>.  Skillett  might  be  appointed  from  year  to 
year  such  collector  as  aforesaid,  or  be  reappointed  collector 
of  all  or  some  or  one  of  the  said  rates  for  the  said  parish, 
or  otherwise  be  continued  in  the  said  office  or  offices 
without  re-appointment ;  and  that  it  was  a  condition  of 
the  appointment  of  E,  D.  Skillett  as  such  collector  of 
the  said  rates  respectively  as  aforesaid,  that  he  should  find 
and  provide  two  sureties  to  become  bound  with  himself  in 
the  penal  sum  of  1,000/.  (limited  as  thereinafter  mentioned) 
for  the  due  fulfilment  of  the  said  office,  for  the  whole  period 
of  time  during  which  he  should  continue  in  the  said  office 
of  collector  of  all  or  some  or  one  of  the  said  rates ;  and 
that  the  said  E.  D;  Skillett  had  applied  unto  the  Defend- 
ants to  become  sureties  for  him,  which  they  had  consented 
and  agreed  to  do.  And  the  condition  declared  was, 
that  if  E,  Z>.  Skillett,  his  executors,  &c.,  had  from  time  to 
time  since  such  respective  appointments  as  aforesaid  well 
and  truly,  and  effectually  performed,  and  did  and  should  from 
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time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  for  and  during  the       1866. 
whole  period  of  time  that  he  should  continue  in  the  said     Skillett 
office  of  collector  of  all  or  some  or  one  of  the  rates  afore-     «    ^'     ^ 

rLETCBEE. 


whether  by  virtue  of  the  appointments  aforesaid  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  future  appointment  or  appointments, 
well  and  truly  and  effectually  perform  the  duties  of  the  said 
office  of  collector  of  the  said  rates  respectively,  and  he 
the  said  £.  1}.  Skillett j  his  executors  and  administrators 
and  assigns,  should  from  time  to  time  duly  and  faith- 
fully account  for,  and  upon  the  request  of  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said 
pamh,  or  any  three  or  more  of  them,  well  and  truly  pay 
or  cause  to  be  paid  all  and  every  the  sums  that  should 
or  might  from  time  to  time  be  collected  or  received  by  him 
tbe  said  J5.  D.  Skillet  i,  by  virtue  of  the  said  acts  res  pec- 
tirely,  or  otherwise  in  execution  of  his  said  office  of  col- 
lector of  all  or  some  or  one  of  the  said  rates,  to  the 
chorchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  for  the  time  being,  or  to  some  or  one  of  them,  or 
to  tbe  treasurer  of  the  said  parish  or  such  other  person  or 
persons  as  the  said  churchwardens,  overseers  of  the  poor 
and  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being  or 
the  major  part  of  them  in  vestry  assembled  should  duly 
authorize  and  empower  to  receive  the  same ;  and  also 
that  if  the  said  E.  D.  Skillett,  his  executors,  &c.,  should 
and  did  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  as 
aforesaid  upon  such  request  as  aforesaid  give  and  deliver  a 
particular,  true  and  perfect  account  in  writing  under  his  or 
their  hand  or  respective  hands  to  the  said  churchwardens, 
overseers  of  the  poor  and  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish  for 
the  time  being,  or  to  some  or  one  of  them  (to  be  verified  by 
hw  or  their  solemn  statutory  declaration,  if  required),  of  all 
inonies  which  he  the  said  E,  D.  Skillett  should  from  time 
to  time  have  received  and  collected  or  levied  by  virtue  of 
»c  said  acts  respectively  or  either  of  them,  or  by  reason 
w  otherwise  in  the  execution  of  his  said  office,  then  that 
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the  said  bond  or  obligation  sliouid  be  void  and  of  no  effect, 
but  otherwise  the  same  should  be  and  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue;  and  it  was  thereby  provided  that  nothing  in 
the  said  bond  contained  should  extend  to  render  either 
of  the  Defendants,  their  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  liable  to 
pay  more  than  the  sum  of  500Z.  a  piece.  Averments. 
That  although  the  said  E.  Z>.  SfMleii  continued  in  the 
said  office  of  collector  of  the  said  rates  for  a  long  lime 
after  making  the  said  bond,  and  during  his  continuance  in 
the  said  office,  and  for  and  during  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  said  condition  in  that  behalf  collected  and  received 
divers  sums  of  money  by  virtue  of  the  said  acts,  and 
otherwise  in  the  execution  of  his  said  office  of  collector  of 
the  said  rates,  yet  he  did  not  during  the  period  of  time  that 
he  continued  in  the  said  office  of  collector  well,  truly  or 
effi*ctually  perform  the  duties  of  the  said  office  of  collector 
of  the  said  rates  respectively,  in  this  (to  wit)  that  he  did  not 
account  for  or  pay  over  the  said  monies,  but  therein  wholly 
failed  and  made  jdefault,  although  all  things  necessary  in 
that  behalf  were  done  by  the  proper  authorities  of  the  said 
parish  and  all  necessary  times  in  that  behalf  had  elapsed, 
and  he  had  appropriated  and  applied  the  said  monies  to  his 
own  use  contrary  to  his  duty  as  such  collector,  nor  did  the 
said  E.  D,  Skillett  duly  or  faithfully  account  for,  or  upon 
the  request  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  for  the 
time  being  of  the  said  parish,  which  request  was  duly  made, 
well  or  truly  pay  the  said  sums  of  money,  which  had  been 
so  collected  and  received  by  him  by  virtue  of  the  said  acts 
and  otherwise  in  execution  of  his  said  office  of  collector 
of  the  said  rates,  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  or  to 
any  or  either  of  them,  or  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said 
parish,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  duly  authorized 
or  empowered  to  receive  the  same ;  nor  did  he,  although 
duly  requested  so  to  do,  give  or  deliver  a  particular  or 
true  account  in  writing  under  his  band  to  the  said  church- 
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wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  and  vestrymen  of  the 
said  parish  for  the  time  being,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  of 
all  monies  which  he  had  received  and  collected  and  levied 
by  virtue  of  the  said  acts  and  by  reason  or  otherwise  in 
execution  of  his  said  office,  although  all  things  neces- 
sary on  the  part  of  the  said  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers and  vestrymen  had  been  done  to  entitle  them  to 
such  account,  and  all  necessary  times  in  that  behalf  had 
elapsed.  Breach,  that  the  Defendants  had  not  paid  the 
said  sum  of  1,000/.,  nor  had  either  of  them  paid  the  said 
iBum  of  500/. 

Eighth  plea.   That  the  said  bond  was  made  and  executed 
l)efore  the  making  and  passing  and  coming  into  force  of 
certain  Acts  made  and  passed  in  the  21st  and  22nd  years 
of  the  reign  of  her  present  majesty  Queen  Victoria,  c,  104, 
and  the  25th  and  26th  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present 
niajesty  Queen   Victoria,  c,  102,  and   respectively  entitled 
"An  Act  to  alter  and  amend  the  Metropolis  Local  Ma- 
i^agement  Act  (1855),  and  to  extend  the  Powers  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  the  Purification  of  the 
Thames  and  the  Main  Drainage  of  the  Metropolis,"  and 
"  An   Act  to  amend  the   Metropolis  Local   Management 
Acts;"  and  that  the  said  two  Acts  of  Parliament  had  been 
^spectively  made  and  passed  after  the  making  and  execu- 
^'on   of  the   said   bond,   and    were    respectively  in    force 
"efore  and  at  the  time  when  the  alleged  breaches  of  the 
condition   of  the   said  bond,  or  any  of  them,  were  first 
committed  by  the  said  E,  D.  Shillett,  or  had  first  hap- 
pened  and  occurred,  and  so  remained  and  continued  in 
force  thenceforth   until   the  commencement  of  this  suit; 
*^bat  the  duties  of  the  said  E.  D,  Shillett   in   his  oflice 
^^ collector  of  the  said  rates  were  much  increased,  varied, 
^tered  and  enlarged  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
A^cts  of  Parliament  and  the  respective  provisions  thereof; 
^^d  that  the  said  office  was  altered,  varied  and  enlarged 
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1866.  by  the  said  Acts  and  the  respective  provisions  thereof;  and 
Skillett  that  the  said  office  of  collector,  and  the  duties,  liabilities 
Fletcher.  ^^^  responsibilities  thereof,  were  by  the  said  Acts  altered 
and  varied  and  made  another  and  a  different  office,  with 
further,  other  and  larger  duties,  liabilities  and  responsibi- 
lities, from  the  respective  times  of  the  coming  of  the  said 
Acts  into  effect,  from  the  said  office  and  its  duties,  liabili- 
ties and  responsibilities  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  exe- 
cution of  the  said  bond ;  that  the  said  £.  Z).  SkUletiy  so 
being  such  collector  as  aforesaid,  was  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  and  vestrymen  acting  for  the 
said  parish,*  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  efiect  of 
the  said  statute  of  the  21st  and  22nd  years  of  the  now 
Queen,  appointed  to  be  collector  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  said  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  main  drainage  rate,  to 
be  assessed  and  levied  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  last-mentioned  Act,  in  the  same  manner  and 
subject  to  the  like  provisions  as  the  said  sewers  rate,  in  the 
condition  of  the  said  bond  mentioned;  and  that  the  De- 
fendants had  no  previous  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  last- 
mentioned  appointment,  nor  did  they  assent  thereto,  nor 
did  the  said  E,  D.  Skillett  give  any  security  whatever  for 
the  due  discharge  and  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of 
the  last-mentioned  office;  that  as  such  collector  of  the 
said  main  drainage  rate,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  office 
of  collector  and  in  the  proper  discharge  of  the  duties 
thereof,  the  said  E,  D,  Skillett  received  divers  large  sums 
of  money,  being  other  and  greater  sums  than  those  he 
was  entitled  and  appointed  to  receive  under  his  said  office 
in  the  said  bond  mentioned,  and  had  other  duties  to  dis- 
charge, and  by  means  of  the  premises  the  responsibilities 
of  the  said  E.  D,  Skillett  were  greatly  increased  and 
altered,  and  the  risk  of  the  Defendants  as  his  sureties 
varied  and  increased ;  that  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  2dth  and  26th  years  of 
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the  now  Qaeen,  the  said  -E.  D.  Skillet  I  did,  by  virtue  of       1866. 

the  said  last^mentioned  Act  of  Parliament,  in  addition  to     Skillett 

the  rates  and  sanis  of  money  mentioned  in  the  bond,  be-     Fletcher. 

come  by  rirtue  of  his  being  such  collector  as  is  mentioned 
in  the  said  bond,  and  otherwise  by  virtue  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioned statute,  collector  of  certain  sums  of  money  included 
by  the  said  last-mentioned  statute  in  the  said  sewers  rate, 
for  the  purpose  of  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  metropo- 
litan board  of  works,  the  said  monies  being  sums  other 
thin  and  additional  to  those  which,  as  such  collector  as  in 
the  said  bond  is  mentioned,  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  office, 
be  was  entitled  and  bound  to  collect  before  the  coming 
into  effect  of  the  last-mentioned  statute.  And  the  De- 
fendants further  say,  that  after  the  passing  and  coming 
into  force  of  the  last-mentioned  statute  the  said  JS.  2>. 
Shilkttf  by  virtue  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  same, 
became  collector  of  a  separate  rate  for  the  metropolis 
main  drainage,  levied  in  the  same  manner,  for  the  same 
period,  upon  the  same  [Sersons,  and  subject  to  the  like 
provisions  as  the  said  sewers  rate  in  the  said  bond  men- 
tioned, whereby  the  said  E,  JD.  Skillett  became  entitled 
^d  bound  to  collect  further,  other  and  additional  monies 
to  those  which  as  such  collector  as  mentioned  in  the  said 
bond  he  was  appointed,  entitled  and  bound  to  collect,  and 
bad  numerous,  further  and  other  additional  duties  to  dis- 
charge, and  whereby  the  risk  of  the  Defendants  as  his 
sureties  under  the  said  bond  was  greatly  altered  and  in- 
creased; and  that  ail  the  breaches  of  the  condition  of  the 
^id  bond  in  the  declaration  mentioned  happened  and 
accrued  after  the  making,  passing  and  coming  into  effect 
of  the  said  Acts,  and  after  the  happening  of  the  several 
other  facts,  matters  and  things  in  this  plea  above  alleged, 
■l^murrer  and  joinder. 

*be  grounds  stated  in  the  margin  were: — 1.  That  by 
^  acts  referred  to  the  duties  of  the  collector's  office  were 


204 


HILARY  TERM. 


1866. 


Skillktt 

V. 

Fletcher. 


not  80  varied  as  to  discharge  his  sureties.  2.  The  bond  con- 
templated changes  in  the  office,  and  the  changes  made  by 
the  acts  were  contemplated  by  the  bond.  3.  The  De- 
fendants were  sureties  for  the  rates  respectively,  and  the 
acts  did  not  affect  their  liability  for  either  the  poor  rate  or 
the  general  rate. 


Gibbons  {RPMahon  with  him,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer).— The  plea  is  bad.  The  question  raised  by  it  is, 
whether  the  two  Acts,  the  21  &  22  Vict,  c,  104  and 
the  25  &  26  Vict,  c.  102,  enlarged  and  increased  the 
responsibilities  of  the  sureties,  for  unless  they  did  so  in 
fact,  the  plea  is  no  answer  to  the  action.  One  of 
the  first  Acts  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  is  the  18  ic 
19  Vice.  c.  120,  referred  to  in  the  bond  as  the  Metro- 
polis Local  Management  Act,  1S55.  By  the  135th  section 
the  main  sewers  of  the  metropolis,  then  vested  in  the  com- 
missioners of  sewers,  are  vested  in  the  metropolitan  board 
of  works,  and  power  is  given  to  Ihem  to  make  such  sewers 
and  works  as  they  may  think  necessary  for  preventing  all 
or  any  part  of  the  sewage  within  the  metropolis  fron)  flowing 
or  passing  into  the  river  Thames  in  or  near  the  metropolis. 
Section  170  is  now  repealed,  but  it  was  in  force  at  the  time 
the  bond  was  entered  into;  it  provides  for  the  assessment 
of  the  metropolis  for  defray ini;  expenses,  and  by  section 
183  the  board  are  entitUd  to  borrow  for  that  purpose,  no 
limit  being  fixed  to  the  aii:ount.  The  21  &  22  Vict,  c.  104, 
amended  the  former  Act,  ami  by  section  1  the  board  are  to 
commence  and  carry  on  to  completion  with  all  convenient 
speed  (this  being  stated  by  the  preamble  to  be  necessary  to 
the  health  of  the  metropolis)  the  main  drainage  scheme,  and 
to  prevent,  as  far  as  possible,  the  sewage  of  the  metropolis 
from  falling  into  the  Thames  within  the  metropolis.  So  far  as 
this  provision  goes,  it  is  rather  in  restriction  of  the  powers 
of  the  board.     By  section  10  power  is  given  to  levy  a  rate 
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of  3d.  in  the  pound,  and  this  section  is  said  to  have  en- 
larged the  duties  of  the  board,  and  increased  the  respon- 
sibility of  the   sureties ;  but  the  power  of  assessment  is 
expressly  limited  to  the  above  amount.    The  25  &  26  Vict, 
e.  102,  8,  1,  provides  that  charges  upon  certain  districts 
shall  be  payable  out  of  the  '^  main  drainage  rates,"  and 
that  section  would  seem  to  increase  the  burden  of  the  col- 
lector, but  the  additional  charge  is  really  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  of  1855.    Besides  it  appears  from  the 
l)ond    that  it   was   in    the   contemplation   of  the    parties 
-that  other  rates  should  be  levied.     [  Willes^  J.,  referred  to 
The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Portsea  Island  Union  v. 
lfVhillier(a).'\     That  this  rate  should  be  called  a  "  drainage 
Yiite*'  makes  no  difference ;  it  is  a  sewers  rate  as  defined 
in  section  250  of  the  Act  of  1855.     Then  the  liability  in 
respect  of  these  rates  is  distinct  and  separate ;  and  since  it  is 
not  alleged  in  the  plea  that  the  liability  has  been  increased 
as  to  the  poor  rates,  it  follows  that  as  the  declaration  in- 
eludes  all  the  rates  of  which  Skillett  was  collector,  part,  at 
Jeast,  of  the  causes  of  action  is  unanswered. 
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J^hilbrick  in  suf>port  of  the  plea. — The  declaration  sets 
out  the  bond,  \Vhich  recites  the  power  to  appoint  officers  and 
the  appointment  of  Skillett  to  two  offices,  and  then  comes 
this  clause: — "That  it  might  happen  that  the  said  E,  Z>. 
Sfciileti  might  be  appointed  from  year  to  year  such  collector 
as  aforesaid,  or  be  reappointed  collector  ofall  or  some  or  one 
of  the  said  rates.*'     The  recital  no  doubt  contemplated  that 
the  sureties  should  be  liable  while  Ski/left  held  one  or  both 
of  the  a))pointments ;  but  the  condition  treats  the  duty  of 
"^ilktt  as  having  reference  to  one  office  only — the  words 
oeing  the  "  said  office  of  collector  of  all  or  some  or  one  of 
"^e  rates  aforesaid."    The  averment  in  the  declaration  which 
^6  Defendant  is  called  upon  to  answer  is  an  averment  of 

{a)  2  E,Sf  E.  755. 
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1866.  default  in  the  office  generally,  and  the  whole  scope  of  the 
Skillett  condition  in  the  bond  is  tu  treat  this  as  one  office.  This 
Fletchbe.  csL&e  therefore  falls  within  the  principle  of  JBonar  v.  Mac* 
donaldia).  If  a  man  by  one  instrument  become  surety  for 
another  in  respect  of  two  offices,  and  the  duties  of  the  one 
office  are  materially  altered,  the  surety  will  be  discharged, 
because  the  original  state  of  things  under  which  he  came 
into  the  agreement  is  no  longer  in  existence,  and  that  was  the 
principle  in  Pybus  v.  Gibb{b).  If  the  bond  is  to  be  read 
as  dealing  with  separate  offices,  the  case  may  be  different ; 
but  the  guarantee  is  for  the  solvency  of  Skillett  in  his  office  of 
collector,  and  if  a  surety  agree  to  be  bound  to  the  extent  of 
10,000/.  on  this  understanding  that  the  amount  of  the  rates 
which  (he  officer  is  authorized  to  collect  is  no  more,  and  then 
the  amount  of  one  class  of  rates  is  raised  so  as  to  make  the 
whole  amount  to  15,000/.,  the  surety  will  be  discharged  even 
though  the  loss  incurred  was  in  respect  of  the  rates  which 
were  not  increased.  [Erie,  C.  J.  The  amount  will  not 
assist  you,  for  in  case  of  a  sudden  emergency,  it  might 
be  necessary  to  levy  a  very  large  sum.]  No  doubt; 
but  here  the  mode  of  assessing  is  altered.  It  appears  in 
the  plea  that  the  man  was  really  appointed  to  a  new  office, 
in  addition  to  that  previously  held.  [Smithy  J.  Sup- 
pose a  case  where  there  was  such  an  additional  appoint- 
ment, with  no  liability  on  the  surety  in  respect  of  the 
new  office.]  Here  the  default  is  alleged  in  respect  of 
all;  but  if  the  second  appointment  were  by  the  same 
person,  the  surety  would  be  discharged,  because  the 
risk  in  respect  of  the  first  office  would  be  thereby  in- 
creased. The  case  of  The  Mayor  of  Berwick  y.  Oswald  in 
error  (c)  also  bears  on  this  question.  Then  as  to  the  sewers 
rate,  it  is  clear  that  by  numerous  provisions  in  the  later 
Acts  the  mode  of  assessment  and  manner  of  expenditure  are 


(a )  3  H.  L.  C.  226.  (6)  6  E.  4"  B.  902. 

(f )  3  £.  4  B.  653  ;  affirmed  in  .5  H.  L.  C.  866. 
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both  materially  altered  :  can  it  be  said  that  the  responsi-  1866. 

bility  of  the  collector  is  not  thereby  varied  and  increased  ?  Skillbtt 

Itis  so  alleged  in  the  plea^  and  it  is  also  averred  that  he  did  in  Fletcbbr. 
fact  receive  other  and  greater  sums  than  those   he  was 
appoiotexl  to  receive  under  the  office   mentioned   in  the 


Gibbons  in  reply. — ^The  judgment  in  Bonar  v.  Mac- 
ixmald  turned  on  the  fact  that  there  was  an  express  cove- 
nant in  the  bond  to  protect  the  sureties  from  the  very  case 
that  happened.  In  Pyhta  v.  Gibb  Parliament  altered  the 
nature  of  the  duties  altogether. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  think  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for 
the  Plaintiffs.  The  action  is  brought  upon  a  bond  given 
by  two  sureties  for  a  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  and  of 
the  sewers  and  general  rates,  under  the  Local  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1855.  He  was  appointed  collector  of  the 
poor  rates,  and  in  a  subsequent  year  he  was  appointed 
collector  of  the  sewers  rate  and  general  rates,  those  being 
two  separate  appointments.  The  bond  recites  that  he  was 
bound  to  6nd  sureties  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  ''  said  office 
of  collector"  (that  is,  the  collector  of  tliose  two  different 
kinds  of  rates)  for  the  "  period  of  time  during  which  he 
should  continue  in  the  said  office  of  collector  of  all,  or 
some  or  one,  of  the  said  rates."  It  was  contemplated, 
therefore,  that  the  rates  were  divisible  in  their  nature.  Then 
uie  condition  is  for  the  due  performance  of  his  duty  to  pay 
over  what  he  should  collect,  and  the  averment  is  that  he  col- 
lated and  received  sums  of  money  by  virtue  of  the  statutes 
referred  to,  and  otherwise  in  the  execution  of  his  office  of 
collector  of  the  said  rates,  and  had  not  paid  them  over. 

^ow  the  plea  is  in  effect  that,  after  he  was  so  appointed 
collector,  the  statutes  were  passed  whereby  the  main  drain- 
*6^  rates  were  to  be  collected,  and  it  fell  to  him  in  the 
course  of  his  duty  to  collect  the  main  drainage  rates,  and 
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1866. 
Skillett 

Fletchbk. 


it  alleges  that  those  latter  statutes  imposing  the  duty  of  col- 
lecting the  main  drainage  rates  involved  a  duty  additional 
to  that  of  collecting  rates  and  sums  that  had  been  men- 
tioned in  the  bond.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  is  a  bad 
plea.  For  the  purpose  of  this  judgment  I  do  not  pro- 
pose to  give  any  opinion  upon  the  argument  of  Mr.  Gibbons, 
whether  the  main  drainage  rates  are  the  same  as  the  sewers 
rates  and  general  rates  under  the  statute  of  1855^  or  are 
levied  under  statutes  that  restricted  the  power  of  that 
statute.  I  do  not  pretend  to  give  any  opinion  on  that  sub- 
ject; but  I  think  the  plea  is  bad,  because  a  plea  if  pleaded 
to  the  whole  declaration  must  answer  the  whole  of  the 
causes  of  action  therein  mentioned,  and  it  appears  to  me 
that  there  are  causes  of  action  for  the  breach  of  duty  by 
the  collector  in  not  paying  over  monies  collected  by  him  for 
poor  rates  which  are  not  answered.  A  breach  of  duty  is 
also  in  efi'cct  charged  in  not  paying  over  money  collected 
by  him  for  sewers  rates  and  general  rates,  but  the  increase 
of  duty  referred  to  in  the  plea  in  respect  of  sewers  rates 
and  general  rates  are  totally  distinct,  in  my  judgment,  from 
his  duty  in  respect  of  the  poor  rates.  It  was  a  dilFerent 
appointment.  One  year  he  was  appointed  to  be  collector  of 
poor  rates,  and  there  was  a  different  nppuintment,  in  a  sub- 
sequent year,  to  the  collection  of  sewers  rates  and  general 
rates.  He  may  have  had  an  increase  of  duties  in  respect  of 
the  sewers  rates  and  general  rates,  but  it  appears  to  me  he 
had  a  totally  distinct  duty  in  respect  of  poor  rates,  and  if 
he  received  monies  for  poor  rates  and  did  not  pay  them 
over  the  sureties  are  liable  for  them  on  the  bond.  There 
are  in  effect  two  distinct  bonds — the  one  to  secure  the 
poor  rate  and  the  other  to  secure  the  sewer  and  general 
rates.  If  two  distinct  bonds  had  been  actually  exe- 
cuted, there  would  be  no  doubt  that  an  increase  of  duty^ 
discharging  the  sureties  as  to  the  sewer  and  general 
rates,  would  be  no  answer  to  a  breach  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond  given  in  respect  of  the  poor  rate.     I  think 
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that  this  bond  is  in  its  nature  separable.    The  cases  which        1866. 
have   been  referred  to  on   behalf  of  the   Defendants  are      Skillett 
those  where  there  has  been  a  chang^e  in  the  nature  of  the      Fletcher. 
employment,  and,  by  reasc^  of  that,  an  increase  of  risk  of 
a  different  kind  from  that  for  which  the  surety  was  to  be  an- 
swerable. That  I  think  is  the  case  of  Bonary,  Mac(hnald{a); 
there  the  principal  was  a  clerk  in  a   bank,  and  procured 
sureties  for  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  clerk  in  the  bank, 
and  afterwards  he  was  appointed  nianat^er  of  a  branch  of  the 
bank.     At  a  later  period  he  was  made  responsible  to  the 
bank  for  a  proportion  of  the  losses  on  the  discounts.     It 
appears  to  me  that  the  employments  were  alto<;;ether  diffe- 
rent in  kind,  and  that  the  sureties  for  him  as  clerk  in  a  bank 
were  no  lonsrer  sureties  for  him  when  he  undertook  the 
liability  of  one-fourth  of  the  losses  on  the  discounts  at  the 
t>a.iik.     And  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  case  of  the  bailiff 
in     Pybus   v.  Gibb  (b),    where   the    principal    was    high 
bailiff  to  a  County  Court  having  a  limited  jurisdiction  for 
20/,  and  a  statute  altered  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to 
50y.  or,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  to  an  unlimited  sum,  and 
lE^ade  other  alterations  of  a  like  nature.     I  should  say  that 
the  surety  for  the  bailiff  of  the  County  Court  would  thereby 
hciwehis  risks  and  liabilities  so  altered  as  to  release  him 
from  the  suretyship.     That  is  my  view  of  the  case,  and  on 
the  grounds  I  have  mentioned   I   think  that  the  plea  is 
l>a.cl,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  against  the  Defend- 
ants. 

WiLLES,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  declara- 
tion alleges  in  effect  that  the  principal  debtor  was  appointed 
^^  the  year  1852  the  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  and  in 
^oe  year  1856  collector  of  the  sewers  rates  and  general 
^^8;  that  a  bond  was  given  by  the  Defendants  as  sureties 
^^^  the  purpose  of  securing  the  proper  conduct  of  the  prin- 

(fl)  3  H.  L.  C.  226.  {b)  6  EL  ^  BL  902. 
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1866.  cipal  as  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  and  as  collector  of  the 
Skillett  sewer  rates  and  general  rates,  under  the  existing  appoint- 
Flbtchbr.  ments,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  good  con- 
duct if  he  were  reappointed  collector  of  all  or  some  or  one 
of  the  rates.  The  declaration  then  states  in  effect  that  he 
was  such  collector  as  has  been  mentioned,  and  proceeds  to 
suy  that  he  misconducted  himself  in  not  paying  over 
monies  which  he  had  received  for  rates.  Now  the  decla- 
ration may  be  proved  by  showing  that  the  principal, 
either  as  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  or  as  collector  of 
the  sewers  rates,  or  as  collector  in  all,  had  misconducted 
himself.  The  declaration  being  read  in  this  sense  may 
be  sustained  upon  proof  given  that  the  principal  debtor, 
being  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  did  receive  rates  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  did  not  account  for  the  rates 
which  he  so  received.  Here,  in  answer  to  a  declaration 
which  might  be  true,  and  under  which  the  Plaintiffs 
might  enforce  the  bond  to  some  extent,  the  plea  states  the 
Acts  which  authorized  the  collection  of  the  metropolis 
drainage  rate,  and  it  assumes  the  previous  appointment  as 
collector  to  be  distinct  from  the  appointment  as  collector  of 
the  main  drainage  rate,  and  afterwards  it  states  that  the 
principal  debtor  was  appointed  to  collect  those  rates.  And 
it  goes  on  in  effect  to  say,  that  by  this  new  appointment, 
the  new  duties,  in  respect  of  the  additional  monies  which 
the  principal  debtor  was  to  collect  under  the  new  statutes 
have  discharged  the  sureties  from  the  liabilities  which  had 
been  imposed  upon  them.  That  is  the  scope  of  the  plea, 
and  to  it  there  is  a  demurrer.  Now  it  is  familiar  law 
that  a  plea,  if  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  in  order 
to  be  good  must  answer  all  the  causes  of  action  as  stated 
therein,  and  that  if  the  Plaintiffs  succeed  in  showing  that 
to  part  of  the  cause  of  action  the  plea  is  no  answer,  judg- 
ment must  be  given  for  them  upon  the  question  of  law. 
And  the  question  of  law,  as  here  stated,  appears  to  be, 
whether  the  entire  liability  upon  the  bond,  including  the 
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liability  of  the  sureties  to  insure  the  good  conduct  of  the        1866. 

principal  debtor,  as  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  is  discharged     S"^"'''''^^* 

by  the  matters  which  are  specified   in   the  plea.     It  is     Fletcher. 

eooiigb,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  say,  that  nothing  is 

stated  in  the  plea  to  discharge  the  obligation  of  the  sureties 

in  reitpect  of  the  poor  rates.     I  apprehend  that,  in  con- 

lideriDg  a  question  of  this  description,  the  distinction  ought 

k)  be  carefully  observed  between  those  cases  where  the 

surety  is  discharged  by  reason  of  new  circumstances  which 

ifiect  his  position, — as  for  instance,  when  time  has  been 

given  to  the  principal  without  the  consent  of  the  surety, 

the  principal   obligation   remaining  unaltered,  and  those 

Ofles  where  the  principal  obligation  may  be  said  to  have 

beeD  altered  by  the  transactions  which  have  subsequently 

taken  place.    To  the  latter  class  belong  the  cases  to  which 

ny  Lord  has  referred  :    Sonar  v.  Macdonald  (a) ;  Pybus 

V.  6tii(&).     The  former  class  comprises  a  great  variety 

(leases  which  it  would  be  tedious  and  irrelevant  to  discuss. 

Now,  unless  the  plea  does   establish  that  there  was   an 

ilteration  in  the  principal  obligation  in  respect  of  the  poor 

v^tea,  it  sets  up  no  defence  whatever.     I  shall  first  of  all 

>^ke  an  observation  upon  the  two  cases  as  representing 

fte  class  to  which  they  belong.     It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose 

^t  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Bonar  v.  Macdonald,  laid  down 

^ny  such  rule  as,  that  if  any  addition  is  made  to  the  duty 

^i^t  is  to  be  performed  by  the  principal  debtor  in  a  new 

contract  on  a  new  consideration,  such  additional  labour, 

difttioctly  stipulated  for  by  a  contract   distinct   from  the 

P^Qcipal  obligation,  will  discharge  the  surety.     Bonar  v. 

Macdonald  is  simply  this:— A  clerk  at  the  principal  bank, 

b^^ng  sureties  for  his  good  conduct,  was  sent  to  a  branch 

bank;  the  sureties  were  satisfied,  and  consented  to  extend 

^cir  liability  to  his  agency  at  the  branch  bank,  he  being 

(fl)  3  £/.  L.  C.  226.  (6)  6  El.  Sf  BL  902. 
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1866.  then  paid  a  salary  and  having  nothing  to  do  with  discounts* 
Skilleit  Afterwards,  in  consideration  of  his  engaoing  to  be  liable 
Fletcher  ^^^  one-fourth  of  the  losses  by  discount,  his  salary  was  in- 
creased. So  there  was  not  merely  an  additional  salary, 
but  an  additional  liability  ;  he  was  to  be  accountable  to  the 
bank  for  one-fourlh  of  the  discounts,  and  it  will  be  proper 
to  refer  to  the  judgment  delivered  by  Lord  Sroygham,  in 
which  Lord  Cottenham^s  judoment  is  set  forth.  It  there 
appears,  that  because  there  was  an  essential  change  in  the 
principal  obligation,  by  altering  the  liability  of  the  principal 
debtor  in  the  manner  I  have  pointed  out,  there  was  a 
discharge  of  the  surety;  the  contract  in  respect  of  which  the 
surety  insured  the  conduct  of  the  principal  had  been  aban- 
doned and  given  up,  and  a  new  and  different  contract  was 
substituted  for  it.  That  was  the  very  ground  on  which 
jRonar  v.  Macdonald  was  decided,  and  I  think  that  in  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Campbell  in  Pybus  v.  Gibbj  where  his 
Lordshij)  speaks  of  the  duties  of  the  principal  being  enlarged, 
he  must  be  taken  to  have  intended  "  duties"  in  the  sense 
of  obligations  and  liabilities.  The  case  of  Pybus  v.  Gibb 
was  of  a  similar  description  :  a  person  appointed  to  an 
office  in  which  he  would  have  to  account  for  the  receipt  of 
money  to  a  limited  extent ;  afterwards  he  was,  by  an  Act 
of  Parliament,  in  effect  translated  into  a  new  office,  wi^h 
extended  and  enlarged  duties,  and  with  new  liabilities — an 
office  different  in  essential  respects  from  that  office  for 
which  the  bond  of  suretyship  was  given. 

I  have  observed  upon  these  cases  because  they  were  the 
strongest  that  Mr.  Philbrick  could  produce  in  support  of 
the  proposition  for  which  he  contended,  and  I  shall  now 
turn  to  the  present  case,  and  see  how  it  stands  as  compared 
with  them. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  look  at  the  Local  Act  (49  Geo,  3, 
c.  xxxix.)  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  the  ap- 
pointment of  collector  of  poor  rates   was   an   "  office." 
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It  appears   to   be  considered   so   in   the  Act;    it   would        1866. 
depend  upon  whether  the  collectorship  was  an  office  to     Skillbtt 
be  held  absolutely  during   the    period    of  the   appoint-     f,^£jchee 
uient  irrespectively   of  the    wish   of  the    employers^    or 
whether  they   had    the  option   of  discharging    the    col- 
lector during    the   period    as    an   ordinary  servant   may 
be  discharged.     Whether  the  office  was  one  properly  so 
called  or  not,  the  parties  to  the  bond  treat  it  as  a  distinct 
employment — as   an    employment    in    respect   of   which 
liability  was  assumed  wholly  apart  from  the  liability  of  the 
collectorship  of  the  sewer  rates  and  general  rates.     That 
being  go  the  first  question  that  arises  is,  suppose  this  had 
been  a  distinct  bond  given  for  the  good  conduct  of  the 
collector  of  the  poor  rates  ?     Such  a  bond  would  have  con- 
tinued in  force  if  the  principal  debtor  had  ceased  to  be 
collector  of  sewer  rates  or  general  rates  at  any  subsequent 
period,  and  the  fact  that  he  had   been  subsequently  ap- 
pointed to  the  collection  of  the  main  drainage  rate  would 
have  been  no  answer  to  an  action  on  the  bond  to  secure 
the  good  conduct  of  the  collector  of  the  poor  rate.    There 
tre  some  things  which  are  best  argued  by  stating  them 
with  precision ;  I  can  only  say  that  the  authorities  referred 
to  are  wholly  inapplicable,  and  that  the  principal  obliga- 
tion is  not  altered  by  what  has  taken  place. 

Now  with  respect  to  the  position  of  the  surety  being 
altered,  that  is  not  the  matter  to  which  we  ought  to  direct 
our  attention ;  and  Mr.  Philbrick  did  not  and  could  not 
contend  for  the  proposition,  that  where  a  principal  debtor 
has  an  additional  employment  given  to  him  which  will 
occupy  his  spare  time,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  may 
receive  money,  his  surety  is  discharged.     No  such  conside- 
ration appears  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  when  the  bond  was  given,  and  the  proposition  is 
wdeed  inadmissible.     Upon  the  other  question,  probably, 
what  Mr.  Gibbons  stated  at  the  outset  is  quite  accurate, 
voui.— c.p.  Q 
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1866.  that  no  decision  can  be  given  as  to  the  precise  extent  oi 
Skillbtt  the  liability  of  the  sureties  until  the  further  facts  come  out 
Flbtchbr.  — ^^^^^  ^''6  actual  facts  of  the  case  appear,  so  that  wf 
may  see  how  far  the  collection  of  the  main  drainage  rate 
does  or  does  not  really  interfere  with  or  prevent  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  collector  in  respect  of  the  sewer  and 
general  rates. 

I  may  observe,  so  far  as  the  facts  are  stated  in  this  plea 
that  they  relate  simply  to  a  new  and  distinct  employment 
in  respect  of  the  main  drainage  rates,  and  that  it  seems 
the  new  employment  is  capable  of  being  separated  frooc 
the  employment  with  respect  to  the  sewer  and  genera 
rates ;  but  I  prefer  not  giving  any  further  opinion  on  th< 
liabilities  of  the  parties,  lest  I  should  prejudice  any  ar 
rangement  which  may  take  place  between  them.  I  content 
myself  with  saying  on  this  occasion  that  the  bond  is  not 
discharged,  and  the  plea  professing  to  be  an  answer  to  al 
liability  thereon,  the  judgment  in  the  present  case  must  be 
for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Keating,  J.,  concurred. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  bond  re- 
cites that  Skillett  was  appointed  to  fill  independent  em- 
ployments by  distinct  appointments,  and  the  declaration 
throughout  states  his  continuance  in  both ;  and  the  lia- 
bility of  the  surety  throughout  the  employment  is,  I  think, 
to  be  taken  distributively :  it  applied  to  both  offices,  and 
to  each  office.  It  is  said  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants 
that  there  was  a  change  in  the  duties  and  an  increase  in 
the  responsibilities  of  one  of  the  employments  for  which 
the  sureties  were  liable,  and  that  therefore  the  Defend- 
ants are  discharged.  We  are  not  to  be  taken  as  de- 
ciding on  the  point  whether  the  duties  had  been  so 
changed  as  to  discharge  the  sureties  in  respect  of  sewer 
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mtes;  but  even  if  it  he  agsumed  that  that  proposition  1866. 
»  established^  I  aiu  of  opinion  that  the  liability  of  the  Skillbtt 
rareties  for  the  complete  fulfilment  of  the  independent  Fletcheh. 
employment  of  collector  of  poor  rates  was  not  discharged. 
It  tppears  to  me  that  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the 
obligation  of  the  sureties  had  been  contracted  on  two 
bonds;  as  if  upon  the  appointment  of  Shillett  to  be  the 
collector  of  poor  rates,  a  bond  had  been  entered  into  for 
the  doe  performance  of  his  duties  in  that  respect  only.  If 
tiler  that  bond  had  been  so  executed  by  the  sureties, 
SMlkit  had  been  appointed  collector  of  the  main  drainage 
ntesi  I  apprehend  that  the  subsequent  and  independent 
appointment  would  not  interfere  with  the  original  contract 
which  made  him  the  collector  of  the  poor  rates,  and  would 
not  discharge  the  sureties  who  had  entered  into  a  bond  for 
the  due  performance  of  that  employment  by  him.  It  may 
well  be  and  indeed  it  may  be  taken  to  be,  for  there  is  no 
averment  to  the  contrary,  that  the  appointment  of  collector 
of  the  poor  rates  did  not  fill  up  the  whole  time  of  Skillett, 
and  be  was  perfectly  open  to  be  employed  in  other  mat- 
ters by  the  vestry  or  other  persons  who  chose  to  employ 
him;  neither  is  there  any  averment  in  the  plea  that  the 
appointment  of  collector  of  the  main  drainage  rates  at  all 
locapacitated  him  from  performing  the  duties  of  collector 
of  poor  rates.  That  being  so,  I  think  we  are  bound  to  * 
regard  the  appointments  to  collect  sewer  rates  and  to  collect 
poor  rates  as  two  separate  and  distinct  appointments,  the 
one  not  affecting  the  other ;  and  the  bond  being,  in  the 
coDstraction  which  the  Court  has  placed  on  it,  applicable  in 
tbift  same  way  as  if  the  security  had  been  given  by  two 
separate  bonds,  the  change  as  to  the  one  employment  does 
wtinemy  degree  affect  the  other. 

I  am  very  mnch  disposed  to  think  that  the  cases  in  which 
Ac  tnreties  have  been  discharged  turn  upon  the  principle 
^t  the  contract    itself   which    the    surety   guaranteed 
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1866. 


Skillett 

V, 

Fletcher. 


has  in  some  way  been  changed^  or  altered^  or  prejudi- 
cially affected,  that  is,  affected  to  his  prejudice.  That 
appears  to  be  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
JBonar  v.  Macdonald  in  the  House  of  Lords  (a),  and  it  is 
the  principle  laid  down  in  BelVs  Principles  of  the  Law  of 
Scotland {b),  cited  in  Lord  Cottenkam's  judgment  "The 
cautioner  is  freed  by  an  essential  change,  consented  to  by 
the  creditor  on  the  principal  obligation  or  transaction,  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  cautioner."  There 
is  a  clear  right  here  to  treat  the  obligation  of  collector  of 
the  poor  rates  as  an  independent  appointment,  and  there 
is  no  change  whatever  in  the  principal  obligation  in  the 
transaction. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiffs. 


January  19. 

Charter-party, 
•*  Charterer* » 
stevedore  to  be 
employed  by 
ship,*' 

Effect  of  char- 
terer not  ap- 
pointing steve- 
dore. 


The  Anglo-African  Company  (Limited)  v. 

Lamzed  and  Others. 

To  a  declaration  for  not  loading,  in  terms  of  a  charter-party,  such  cargo  as 
the  Defendants'  ship  could  reasonably  stow  and  carry,  the  Defend- 
ants pleaded  that  the  charter-party  contained  the  clause,  "  Char- 
terer's stevedore  to  be  employed  by  ship;"  that  although  the  Defend- 
ants were  willing  to  employ  such  stevedore,  none  was  appointed  by 
the  Plaintifis,  and  that  thereupon  the  Defendants  were  forced  to  load 
without  any  stevedore ;  but  that  they  loaded  the  ship  to  the  best  of  their 
skill  and  ability. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  a  bad  plea. 

TTlECLARATION  that  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants 
■^^^  agreed  by  charter-party  that  the  Defendants'  ship 
"Marianne/^  being  tight,  staunch  and  strong  and  every 
way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  should,  with  all  convenient  speedy 
sail  and  proceed  to  the  West  India  Docks  or  so  near 
thereunto  as  she  might  safely  get,  and  there  load  from  the 


(a)  3  H,  L,  C,  226. 


(6)  Page  95,  5th  ed. 


Lamzed, 
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factors  of  the  Plaintiffs  such  lawful  merchandise  as  they  1866* 
might  have  to  ship,  therewith  to  proceed  to  Sierra  Leone  Anolo- 
acd  the  island  of  Sheilio  if  required,  and  there  deliver  the  v. 

same,  and  reload  such  lawful  merchandise  as  might  be  sent 
alongside  at  either  port,  which  the  Plaintiffs  bound  them- 
selves to  ship,  not  exceeding  what  she  could  reasonably 
stow  and  carry,  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel  and  pro- 
visions and  furniture,  and  being  so  loaded  should  therewith 
proceed  to  London,   Bristol  or  Liverpool  as  ordered  on 
signing  bill  of  lading,  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  might 
safely  get,  and  deliv.er  the  same  on  being  paid  for  freight 
a  lump  sum  of  559/.  out  and  home,  and  500/.  Ss.  gratuity 
to  the  master  (certain  perils   always  excepted).      Aver- 
ment that  the  said  ship  loaded  an  outward  cargo  accord- 
ing to  the  said  charter-party,  and   therewith   proceeded 
on  the  outward  voyage  and  delivered  the  same  according 
to  the  said  charter-party,  and   that  the   Plaintiffs  were 
alivays  ready  and  willing  to  ship  a  homeward  cargo  ac- 
cording to  the  said  charter-party,  and  that,  before  action 
brought,  all  conditions  had  happened  and  all  things  had 
^en  done  and  all  times  had  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle 
Ae  Plaintiffs,  &c.   Breach — That  the  Defendants,  although 
^ot  prevented  by  any  of  the  excepted  perils,  made  default 
iQ  reloading  such  lawful  merchandise  as  was  sent  alongside 
^he  said  ship  at  the  ports  mentioned  in  the  charter-party, 
^ot  exceeding  what  she  could  reasonably  stow  and  carry, 
^▼er  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions   and  fur- 
*^iture;  and  by  reason  thereof  a  great  part  of  the  cargo 
pi'ovided  for  the  said  ship  by  the    Plaintiffs,  and  which 
*he  could  and  ought  to  have  loaded  agreeably  to  the  terms 
^  the  said  charter-party,  was  left  behind,  and  by  reason 
^f  these   premises   the   Plaintiffs  were    deprived   of  the 
Profits,  &c. 

The  fourth  plea  set  out  the  charter-party,  by  which  it  was 
Provided  that  the  ship  was  to  load  at  the  West  India  Docks 
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1866.       and  proceed  to  Sierra  Leone  and  the  island  of  SheiUo  ami 

Amolo-       there  deliver :  then  to  reload  such  lawful  raerehaodise  ai 
African  Co. 

«.  might  be  sent  alongside  at  either  port,  therewith  to  procecc 

to  London,  Sec. ;  '^  charterer's  stevedore  to  be  employed  b] 
ship/*  the  cargo  to  be  discharged  from  alongside  as  oils' 
tomary  by  the  regular  traders^  and  to  be  brought  aloagtidi 
at  charterer's  risk  and  expense.  The  plea  then  alleged 
**  That  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  saic 
charter-party  a  stevedore  was  to  be  provided  by  th< 
Plaintiffs  to  reload  and  stow  the  said  ship,  which  steve 
dore  was  to  be  employed  by  the  Defendants  for  thai 
purpose;  and  such  stevedore  being  so  employed  by  tlu 
Defendants  as  aforesaid,  the  Defendants  according  to  tin 
usage  of  merchants  would  not  be  responsible  or  liable  tc 
the  Plaintiffs  for  or  in  respect  of  any  default  in  such  reload* 
ing  and  stowing,  and  the  Defendants  were  ready  and  will 
ing  to  perform  the  said  charter-party  on  their  part  and  tc 
employ  the  charterer's  stevedore  as  therein  agreed,  whereo 
the  Plaintiffs  had  notice ;  but  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  no] 
would  provide  any  stevedore  for  the  purpose  of  reloading 
and  stowing  the  said  homeward  cargo  according  to  thi 
said  charter-party,  and  by  reason  of  the  default  of  thf 
Plaintiffs  in  that  behalf  the  master  of  the  said  ship  waf 
forced  and  obliged  to  and  did  reload  the  said  cargo  with- 
out the  assistance  of  any  stevedore,  and  did  reload  and 
stow  the  same  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  ability,  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs' alleged  cause  is  for  and  in  respect  of  thf 
said  ship  not  having  reloaded  so  much  merchandise  for  the 
said  homeward  cargo  as  she  might  have  reloaded  if  i 
competent  stevedore  had  been  provided  and  employed  in 
and  about  the  reloading  and  stowing  of  the  said  cargo,  and 
that  the  alleged  breach  of  the  said  charter-party  wai 
caused  by  such  default  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  and 
not  otherwise." 

Replication — That  before  and  at  the  time  of  making 


Lamzbd. 
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the  said  charter-party,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of       1866. 

loading  the  homeward  cargo,  there  was  not  any  stevedore      Anqlo- 

or  person  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  stevedore  at  Sierra  v. 

Leone  or  the  island  of  Sheilio,  as  the  Plaintiffs  and  the 

Defendants  well  knew  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  said 

charter-party ;  but  there  was  at  the  said  finest  India  Docks 

be&re  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  charter-party 

and  at  the  time  of  loading  the  outward  cargo  a  number 

of  stevedores,  as  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  well 

knew  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  charter-party. 

Demurrer  to  fourth  plea — ^The  ground  stated  in  the  margin 
was  that  the  charter-party  gave  the  charterer  an  option  of 
appoiatipg  a  stevedore,  but  imposed  on  him  no  obligation 
Miodo. 

Demurrer  to  the  replication,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts 
Uer9  stated  could  pot  vary  the  contract  of  the  parties. 
Joinders  io  demurrer. 

Sir  Geo.  Honyman  in  support  of  the  demurrer  to  the 
''iorth  plea. — ^The   plea   is  no  answer  to  the  action.     In 
^^lie  absence  of  an  express  agreement  to  the  contrary  it  is 
'^e  clear  duty  of  the  shipowner   to  load  and  stow    the 
^hip.    Here   is  no  such  agreement,  and  the  Defendants 
^»nnot  protect  themselves  against  liability,  by  relying  on 
^e clause  "charterer's  stevedore  to  be  employed  by  ship:" 
AcA  V.  Ford  (a).     The  charterer  has  done  his  duty  when 
lehas  brought  the  goods  alongside,  and  the  clause  in  ques- 
tioQ  does  not  render  it  obligatory  on  him  to  appoint  a  steve- 
dore ;  that  is  a  provision  in  favour  of  the  charterer,  which 
le  may  exercise  at  his  option.     If  not  exercised  then  the 
loaster  is  left  to  his  original  duty  of  seeing  to  the  loading 
of  the  ship.   \^Keatingyi,   Was  not  the  stevedore  in  Sack\, 
-Fwd  under  the  control  of  the  master,  though  appointed  by 
Ac  charterer.]     Yes,  and  that  is  the  usual  course ;  but  the 

(a  13  C.  B.,  ^•  S.  90. 
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1866.        charterer  in  this  case  was  not  bound  to  name  a  stevedore 


Anglo-       at  all.     [WiHeSfJ,     It  does  not  appear  that  the  stevedore 

African  Co.  ^     ,  .1111  -. 

p.  was  to  be  paid  by  the  charterer.] 

Quairiy  control. —  It  is  not  necessary  to  contend  that 
the  clause  in  question  is  compulsory.  The  declaration 
states  that  the  Defendants  *'  made  default  in  reloading 
such  lawful  merchandise  as  was  sent  alongside  the  said 
ship;"  but  the  plea  which  sets  out  the  charter-party  nar- 
rows the  declaration,  and  reading  the  two  together  it  will 
appear  that  the  true  cause  of  action  is^  that  the  Defend- 
ants made  default  in  putting  on  board  such  a  cargo  as 
might  have  been  put  on  board  if  a  competent  stevedore 
had  been  appointed. — In  that  view  of  the  case,  who  was 
the  person  to  appoint  the  stevedore  ?  It  could  not  be  the 
shipowners,  and  if  the  charterer  does  not  choose  to  appoint 
one  he  cannot  complain  that  more  cargo  was  not  put  on 
board.  [  Willes,  J.  The  stevedore  is  a  professional  stower, 
so  is  the  master ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  under  this 
charter- i)arty  a  competent  stevedore  was  to  be  employed, 
for  if  not,  the  master  would  be  bound  to  see  to  the  loading 
himself.]  The  master's  plea  is,  that  he  reloaded  and 
stowed  the  ship  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  ability,  and 
that  he  could  not  reload  and  stow  as  much  as  a  competent 
stevedore ;  and  the  demurrer  admits  this.  The  Plaintiffs 
must,  therefore,  show  that  they  named  a  stevedore,  and 
that  the  Defendants  refused  to  employ  him. 

£hlb,C.  J.  The  contract  in  this  case  was,  that  the  Defend- 
ants should  load  on  board  their  ship  such  merchandise,  to  be 
supplied  by  the  Plaintiffs,as  the  ship  could  reasonably  carry, 
and  that  is  the  ordinary  duty  of  a  shipowner  when  entering 
into  a  charter-party.  Here,  I  take  it,  the  ship  was  not 
loaded  with  as  much  cargo  as  she  could  conveniently  carry. 
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To  this  breach  of  contract  the  Defendants  answer,  that        1866. 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  the  charterer       Anolo- 

African  v/0< 

was  to  appoint  a  stevedore  to  be  employed  by  the  ship,  o. 

and  because  the  charterer  failed  to  appoint  one  they  loaded 
as  much  of  the  cargo  as  their  skill  and  ability  enabled  them 
to  load.    In  my  opinion  that  is  no  defence  to  the  action. 
The  breach  being  that  the  ship  did  not  carry  as  much  as 
she  reasonably  could,  that  allegation  ought  to  have  been 
denied.    The  plea  assumes  that  it  was  a  condition  prece- 
dent that  the  charterer  should  employ  a  stevedore ;  but  as  I 
read  the  contract,  the  stipulation  was  intended  to  give  the 
charterer  the  option  of  appointing  a  stevedore,  and  if  this 
optioD  were  not  exercised,  the  shipowner  would  be  bound 
to  load  as  much  as  the  ship  could  reasonably  carry.    The 
plea  therefore  fails  to  answer  the  declaration,  and  my  judg- 
nieot  must  be  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

WiLLES,  Keating  and  Smith,  JJ.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiffs. 


Humphrey,  Appellant  v.  Bethell,  Respondent. 

^  yeomanry  non-commissioned  officer  is  not  a  "  volunteer  "  within  the  mean-  yolunteer  Act, 

ing  of  the  26  &  27  riet.  e.  65.  j  863. 

He  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  exemption  from   toll  granted  by  the  26  4*  27  Vict. 

i5th  section  to  volunteers  driving  to  their  place  of  exercise.  c.  65,  «.  45. 

C  Exemption 

ASE  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  under  20  &  21  from  toil. 

Vict    C    43  Yeomanryofficer 

w  M^t.  c.  iu.  driving  to  his 

At  a  petty  sessions  for  the  Petty  Sessional  division  of  ^?^,'"  "  ^^''" 
Tofmton,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  on  the  10th  day  of 
J^Me,  1865,  a  complaint  was  preferred  by  the  Respondent 
^in8t  the  Appellant,  under  section  46  of  "  The  Volunteer 
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1866.  Act,  1863"  (26  k  27  Vict.  c.  65),  charging  that  the  Appel- 
HuMPHBEY  lant  on  the  4th  day  of  June  then  instant,  at  the  parish  of 
Bethell.  West  Monkton,  in  the  said  county  and  within  the  division 
of  Taunton  in  the  said  county,  being  the  collector  of  the 
tolls  at  a  certain  turnpike  gate  there  situate,  unlawfully  did 
demand  and  take  from  the  Respondent  toll,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  four-pence-halfpenny,  for  a  certain  horse  then  used 
by  the  Respondent,  and  drawing  a  certain  cart  then  also 
used  by  him,  he  being  then  and  there  exempt  from  such 
toll  and  claiming  such  exemption,  to  wit,  for  that  he  then 
and  there  was  a  volunteer  soldier  using  the  said  horse 
going  to  a  place  and  on  a  day  appointed  for  exercise  and 
being  in  the  uniform  of  his  corps. 

On  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  Appellant  was  a 
keeper  of  a  turnpike  gate  upon  the  turnpike  road  in  th^ 
parish  of  West  Monkton,  in  the  county  of  Somerset ;  that 
the  Respondent  was  a  non-commissioned  officer  in  the 
West  Somerset  Regiment  of  Yeomanry  Cavalry ;  that  the 
said  regiment  of  West  Somerset  Yeomanry  Cavalry  was 
duly  called  up  for  eight  days'  permanent  duty  at  Taunton, 
commencing  on  the  3rd  day  of  June,  1865;  that  the  Re- 
spondent on  his  way  from  his  residence  to  Taunton  arrived 
at  the  said  turnpike  gate  in  order  to  pass  through  the 
same,  driving  a  gig  drawn  by  one  horse  ;  that  Respondent 
was  dressed  in  the  uniform  of  the  regiment  and  was  accom- 
panied only  by  another  membep  of  the  regiment,  also  in 
uniform ;  that  the  gig  contained  no  other  articles  than  their 
respective  arms  and  accoutrements,  and  that  the  Respondeat 
was  then  going  on  his  direct  road  to  the  place  appointed 
for  and  on  the  day  for  exercise  of  the  said  yeomanry 
cavalry  corps ;  that  the  Appellant  then  demanded  toll  of 
the  Respondent,  and  the  Respondent  claimed  the  exemp- 
tion from  toll  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  above  stated ; 
but  that  the  Appellant  did  then  and  there  demand  and 
take  toll,  viz.  the  sum  of  fourpence-halfpenny,  from  the 
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Rfspoodent  in  respect  of  the  said  gig  and  horse  or  one  of       1866. 

tbem.  HUMPBBBT 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that  the  bethell. 
provisions  of  the  Volunteer  Act,  1863,  did  not  apply  to 
yeomanry  cavalry  corps,  and  that  the  Respondent  was 
Bot  a  volunteer  officer  or  soldier  within  the  meaning  of  the 
stotnte,  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  exemption  from  toll 
ttoder  its  provisions. 

ThQ  justices,  however,  being  of  opinion  that  the  Re^ 
Bpondent  was  entitled  to  exemption  under  the  45th  section 
of  the  Acty  ^nvicted  the  Appellant.  The  question  of  law 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  Respondent 
usQch  nQn*commisaioned  officer  of  yeomanry  cavalry  was 
%  Tolanteer  officer  or  soldier  within  the  meaping  of  the 
Volwxteer  Act,  1863,  and  entitled  therefore  to  claim  the 
besefit  of  the  exemption  contained  in  the  45th  section  of 
that  Act 

H,  r.  Cak  for  the  Appellant.-r-The  Respondent  claims 

uesBption  under  the  Volunteer  Aet,  but  he  is  not  entitled 

to  tile  exemption,  inasmuch  as  he  is  not  a  ^  volunteer " 

vithia  the  meaning  of  that  statute.     Under  the  General 

Toropike  Act,  3   Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  32,  no  toll  shall  be 

demanded  op  taken  by  virtue  of  that  or  any  other  Act  or 

Acta  of  Parliament  on  any  turnpike  road  ''for  any  carriage 

conveying  volunteer  infantry,  or  for  any  horse  furnished 

by  or  for  any  person  belonging  to  any  corps  of  yeomanry 

^  volunteer  cavalry  or  infantry,  and  rode  by  him  in  going 

^  or  returning  from  any  place  appointed  fur  and  oi^  the 

daja  of  exercise,  inspection,  or  review,  or  on  other  public 

duty,  provided  that  such  person  shall  be  dressed  in  the 

tiaifonn  of  hia  corps,  and  shall  have  his  arms,  furniture, 

^  accoutrements  according  to  the   regulations  of  such 

^Tpaat  the  time  of  claiming  the  exemption."     On  com- 

ptriag  this  sUtute  with  the  Volunteer  Act,  26  k  27  Vici. 

c  6&,  it  will  be  observed  that  there  is  a  clear  distinc- 
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1866.  tion  maintained  between  the  yeomanry  and  Tolunteer  ser- 
Humphrey  Yices.  The  preamble  of  the  latter  enactment  recites  that 
Bethell.  ''  i^  i^  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Acts  relating 
to  the  volunteer  force  in  Great  Britain.^*  Section  5  points 
to  a  difference  in  rank  between  the  two  services.  The 
repealing  schedule  contains  a  numerous  list  of  Acts  having 
reference  both  to  the  volunteer  and  yeomanry  serrices, 
but  in  so  far  as  the  yeomanry  are  concerned  those  Acts  are 
left  unrepealed.  The  exempting  section  of  this  Act  (sect. 
46)  provides  that  no  toll  shall  be  leviable  from  "(1.)  Any 
officer  of  the  volunteer  force,  or  any  volunteer,  or  any  non- 
commissioned officer  of  the  volunteer  permanent  staff,  being 
on  march  or  duty,  or  going  or  returning  from  the  place  ap- 
pointed for,  and  on  the  day  for  exercise,  inspection,  review 
or  other  public  duty,  and  being  in  uniform :  (2.)  Any  horse 
ridden  or  used  by  any  officer,  volunteer  or  non-commissioned 
officer  as  aforesaid  being  on  march  or  duty,  or  going  or  for 
returning  as  aforesaid,  and  being  in  uniform  :  (3.)  Any  cart, 
waggon,  or  carriage,  employed  only  in  carrying  &c.  any 
officer,  volunteer  or  non-commissioned  officer  as  aforesaid, 
being  on  march  or  duty,"  &c.  If  the  term  "  volunteer,"  as 
there  used,  applies  to  the  Respondent,  he  is  exempt,  but  it 
does  not  so  apply.  If  he  had  been  on  horseback  he  would 
have  been  exempt  from  toll  under  the  32nd  section  of  the 
General  Turnpike  Act,  but  he  drove  in  a  gig  and  is  there- 
fore liable. 

Raymond  for  the  Respondent. — It  is  not  denied  by  the 
Respondent  that  a  distinction  has  been  made  in  statutory 
enactments  between  the  volunteer  and  yeomanry  services, 
but  the  contention  is  that  the  word  "  volunteer"  in  the 
later  Act  applies  to  any  person,  other  than  a  regular 
soldier,  engaged  gratuitously  in  the  performance  of  military 
duty.  In  that  sense  a  yeoman  is  a  volunteer.  [WilleSf  J. 
A  volunteer  on  horseback.]  Yes,  it  is  not  probable  that 
the   legislature   intended    that  all   volunteers,  except  the 
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yeomanry,  should  be  entitled  to  the  exemption  contained        1866. 
in  this  statute.  '  Humphbit 

v. 


Cok  in  reply. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  must 
be  reversed.  The  question  is  whether  a  non-commissioned 
officer  of  the  yeomanry  service  in  uniform,  who  was  driving 
to  the  place  of  meeting  of  his  corps,  was  exempt  from  toll, 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  as  he  was  driving,  he  was  not 
exempt  The  General  Turnpike  Act  contains  provisions 
exempting  from  toll  officers  and  soldiers  of  the  regular 
service,  and  then  comes  the  clause  applicable  to  yeomanry 
and  volunteers;  it  exempts  a  horse  "  rode"  by  any  person 
belonging  to  any  corps  of  yeomanry  in  uniform  in  going 
to  or  returning  from  any  place  of  review.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  at  that  time  the  yeomanry  officer*s  horse 
was  exempt,  if  the  officer  were  riding  it.  Then  comes 
the  Volunteer  Act  26  &  27  Vict,  c.  65,  which  in  respect 
of  "volunteers"  gives  an  absolute  exemption  from  toll  for 
horses  and  carriages  employed  by  them  when  on  duty.  It 
is  true  that  a  yeoman  is  a  volunteer  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  term,  but  with  the  motives  which  actuate  the  parties 
uijoinmg  the  service  we  have  nothing  to  do.     We  must 

• 

interpret  the  statute  as  we  find  it,  and  it  is  sufficient  for  us 
that  time  after  time  the  volunteers  are  there  spoken  of  in 
contradistinction  to  other  forces,  including  the  yeomanry. 
The  regulation  of  the  volunteer  service  is  expressly  stated 
to  be  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
^  think,  therefore,  that  the  wide  exemption  from  payment 
of  tolls  for  horses  and  carriages  used  by  volunteers  does 
not  extend  to  the  case  of  a  yeomanry  officer  riding  in  a 
carnage  to  his  place  of  exercise. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  only  add 
"^t  in  the  Yeomanry  and  Volunteer  Act,  42  Geo.  3,  c.  66, 
'•  9>  there  is  an  exemption   for  any  horse  belonging   to 
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1866.  any  person  of  the  yeomanry  ok*  volunteer  cavalry  servicei 
HuupHftBT  **  and  rode  by  them/'  in  going  to  or  returning  from  the 
Bbth'bll.  appointed  place  of  exercise.  There  appears,  however,  to 
be  no  exemption  in  the  statutes  for  members  of  volontieer 
cavalry  or  infantry  when  riding  in  carriages,  the  presump- 
tion no  doubt  being  that  cavalry  usually  travel  on  horse- 
back and  infantry  on  foot.  The  exemption  is  repeated 
in  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  32,  and  there  also  it  appears  to 
be  limited  as  in  the  former  Act.  The  words  of  the  recent 
Volunteer  Act  are  no  doubt  general,  but  they  must  be 
taken  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter  with  which  the 
Act  is  dealing. 

Krating,  J.,  concurred. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The25  k  26  Viet. 
c.  65,  was  not  intended  to  interfere  with  the  regulations 
under  which  the  yeomanry  service  was  established.  It  is 
said  that  the  exemption  must  be  taken  as  going  beyond  the 
general  provisions  of  the  Act,  but  the  whole  statute  must 
be  looked  to  in  order  to  give  the  exemption  clause  its  proper 
eflPect.  Under  the  General  Turnpike  Act  the  yeomanry  are 
exempt  from  toll  when  on  horseback,  that  is,  when  pro- 
ceeding in  the  mode  usual  for  a  cavalry  soldier  to  go  to 
duty. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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1866. 


Malpas  v.  London  and  South-Western  Rail- 
way Company. 


January  12. 


The  Plaintiff  signed  a  consignment  note»  which  stated  that  certain  goods  Evidence. 
were  delivered  by  him  to  the  Defendants  to  be  carried  to  N.,  but  the   Consignment 
charge  for  carriage  was  not  inserted.     Oral  evidence  was  given  that  i,^^^, 
the  Defendants'  agreement  with  the   Plaintiff  before   the  note  was  parol  eontraet, 
ngaed  was  to  carry  to  K,,  a  greater  distance ;  that  the  Plaintiff  did  j„  addiiion  to 
not  read  the  note ;  and  that  the  sum  to  be  charged,  and  which  was  paid,  contract  in 
was  for  the  carriage  to  iT.:  writing. 

Held,  that  the  note  was  not  conclusive  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  evi- 
dence was  properly  received,  as  proving  a  contract  additional  to,  and 
not  at  variance  with,  the  agreement  in  writing. 

T\ECLARATION,  alleging  that  the  Plaintiff  delivered 
to  the  Defendants  certain  cattle  to  be  carried  from 
GfiUdford  to  King's  Cross,  and  to  be  there  delivered  to 
the  Plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time.  Breach,  that  the 
DefeDdantsdid  not  deliver  the  cattle  to  the  Plaintiff  within 
A  reasonable  time,  but  kept  and  detained  them  for  a  long 
find  unreasonable  space  of  time,  whereby  they  were  de- 
prived of  proper  food  and  became  sick  and  greatly  dimi- 
iiished  in  value,  and  the  Plaintiff  lost  the  sale  thereof  and 
divers  gains,  &c. 

Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  Traverse  of  the  delivery  to 
^e  Defendants  as  alleged.  3.  Traverse  of  non-delivery 
^  Plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time.  4.  That  the  cattle 
^cre  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants,  and 
'^ere  received  by  them  to  be  carried  as  aforesaid  under 
*  special  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defend- 
ants, signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  subject  to  certain  just  and 
reasonable' conditions  contained  in  the  said  contract,  which 
rendered  the  Defendants  not  liable  for  the  damage  men- 
tioned, that  is  to  say,  that  the  Defendants  in  consider- 
ation of  a  special  reduced  charge  below  the  rates  autho- 
nied  by  law,  were  not  to  be  subject  for  any  consequence 
^nsing  from  over- carriage,  detention,  or   delay  in   or  in 
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1866.        relation  to  the  conveying  or  delivery  of  the  said  animals 

Malpas       however  caused^  and  also  that  the  Defendants  were  not  to 

London  and    be  bound  to  send  them  by  any  particular  train  or  to  carry 

Irn'rail*"©   ^^  deliver  them  within  any  certain  or  definite  time,  or  in 

time  for  any  particular  market;    and   that  the   damages 

complained  of  were  a  consequence  arising  from  detention 

or  delay,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 

condition.     On  these  pleas  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Smithy  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
a  cattle  salesman,  residing  at  York  Road,  King's  Cross, 
and  that  on  the  16th  May,  1865,  he  went  to  the  Defend-. 
ants'  station  at  Guildford  and  arranged  with  one  of  the 
Defendants'  clerks  for  the  transmission  of  a  heifer  and  five 
calves  to  King's  Cross  cattle  station  on  the  North  London 
Railway.  The  Plaintiff  was  accompanied  by  one  Gregory, 
and  according  to  their  evidence,  the  clerk  informed  them 
that  the  cattle  could  be  sent  that  night,  and  that  they  would 
reach  the  cattle  market  at  King's  Cross  at  four  o'clock  the 
following  morning ;  that  the  charge  would  be  one  shilling  a 
head  for  the  calves  and  three  shillings  for  the  heifer  to  Nine 
Elms,  and  six  shillings  for  a  truck  from  Nine  Elms  to  the 
cattle  station,  York  Road,  and  that  on  offering  to  pay 
fourteen  shillings  for  the  carriage  they  were  told  to  do  so  at 
King's  Cross.  The  clerk  then  filled  up  a  consignment  note, 
which  he  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  to  sign,  who  signed  it 
accordingly,  although,  as  he  alleged,  without  reading  it  at 
the  time,  or  having  it  read  over  to  him.  The  consignment 
note  was  a  printed  form,  with  blanks  filled  in ;  the  words 
"  Nine  Elms"  were  among  the  words  so  filled  in.  The 
note  was  as  follows  : — 

"(Reduced  Rates.) 
Cattle,  sheep  and  pigs. 

To   the   South-Western   Railway  Company,   Guildford 
Station,  16th  May,  1865. 

Receive  from  Malpas,  of  New  Cattle  Market,  the  under- 
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n^«Dtioned  animals  on  conditions  stated  below,*  and  at  a        ISfiG. 
sjixcal  reduced  charge  below  the  rates  authorized  by  law.         Malfai 

To  be  sent  to  Ifine  Elmi  Station,  LoHDoii  «ni 

South- Wei: 
*  Special  Conditions.  """    *"" 

The  loading  and  unloading  is  to  be  perroruied  by  the 
s-^^nder,  and  any  assistance  voluntarily  given  by  the  com- 
f^^auy's  servants  to  be  at  risk  of  the  owner.  I'he  company 
t&  H^c  not  to  be  subject  to  any  risk  in  the  receiving,  loading, 
f«c» rwardlng,  in  transit  and  unloading,  nor  to  be  answerable 
f«3r  any  damage,  actual  or  consequent,  or  arising  from  suf- 
fc^cation,  from  being  trampled  on,  bruised  or  otherwise  in- 
j  a^mred,  from  fire  or  any  other  cause  whatsoever,  nor  from 
ttr^y  consequences  arising  from  over-carriage  or  detention 
OB-  delay  in  or  in  relation  to  the  conveying  or  delivery  of  the 
s«K.id  aniinals  however  caused. 

I^e  company  is  not  bound  to  send  the  animals  by  any 
(>^TticuIar  train,  or  to  carry  or  deliver  them  within  any 
certain  or  definite  time,  or  in  time  for  any  particular  market 
If  on  the  arrival  of  cattle  and  other  animals  at  their  des- 
tination  no  one  shall  be  ready  to  receive  the  same   on 
t>^lialf  of  the  consignee,  the  company  will,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Biiperinlendent  of  any  station,  send  such  animals 
lEkto  yards  or  other  convenient  places  at  the  expense  and 
risk  of  the  sender  or  consignee,  and  if  not  claimed  within 
seven  days  the  same  will  be  sold  to  defray  expenses  and 
pay  charges.     In  order  to  guard  against  disappointment 
the  public  are  recommended  to  give  two  clear  days'  notice 
of  Iheir  intention  to  send  cuttle  from  any  station,  so  that 
">^  may  if  possible  provide  trucks. 


Wt. 

C«i.lg«.-t 

Add  mi.       i  No. 

Dnnlp-  Pildon 

tVd. 

E,^... 

bm 

».!,».. 

New  Ciute 

Market 

S 
1 

Calve.. 
Beail. 

(Signed) 


John  Mulpat,  sender. 
R 
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'°"^'  Free  passes  for  drovers  to  take  charge  will  be  allowed 

Malpas       according  to  the  company's  regulations. 
London  and        N.B. — The  conditions  cannot  be  altered  or  dispensed 
ern'r'^*^?"  with  by  any  person  whomsoever,  and  are  applicable  for  the 

whole  distance  carried  over  the  South-Western  Railway.** 

The  Defendants'  evidence  differed  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
conversation  at  Guildford^  for  tliey  alleged  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  expressly  informed  there  was  no  train  to  the  market 
on  the  following  day ;  that  the  company  would  not  under- 
take the  consignment  further  than  Nine  Elms,  and  that  he, 
the  Plaintiff,  must  take  his  chance  beyond  that  point.  They 
added  that  it  was  after  this  conversation  that  the  note 
was  made  out  and  signed. 

The  cattle  were  dispatched  from  Guildford  on  Tuesday  the 
16th,  but  did  not  reach  the  market  station  till  the  following 
Thursday,  the  18tli,  when,  from  their  distressed  condition, 
it  became  necessary  to  kill  them.  The  Plaintiff^  in  accord- 
ance with  his  view  of  the  bargain,  had  attended  at  King^s 
Cross  on  the  previous  morning,  and  had  sent  no  one  to 
Nine  Elms,  where,  it  was  alleged,  the  cattle  were  shunted 
on  to  a  siding,  until  the  company  obtained  a  convenient 
opportunity  of  sending  them  on  with  others.  The  Plaintiff 
paid  the  carriage  for  the  whole  distance,  fourteen  shillings, 
and  obtained  a  receipt  for  the  amount  from  the  North  London 
Railway  Company.  It  appeared  to  be  admitted  that  the 
cattle  would,  in  the  ordinary  course,  travel  via  Nine 
Elms,  the  Defendants'  station,  in  order  to  reach  the  cattle 
station  at  Kings  Cross,  which  is  a  station  of  the  North 
London  Railway  Company, 

The  learned  Judge  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  "con- 
ditions" were  unreasonable,  and  requested  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  contract  was  to  carry  to  Nine  Elms  or  to 
King's  Cross.  They  gave  their  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff, 
and  the  Defendants  then  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
Plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  that  verdict  should  not  be 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
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^'gnment  note  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  was  conclusive  evi-       1866. 
dence  of  the  contract.  Malpas 

tx. 

JBaylis  showed  cause. — If  the  consignment  note  con-  South-West- 
tained  the  entire  contract  the  Plaintiff  would  not  have  ""R^'«"Co. 
^^«n  entitled  to  give  parol  evidence  of  what  took  place ; 
biat  the  contest  at  the  trial  was  whether  that  document 
did  constitute  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  parties,  or 
w-liether  there  was  not  a  complete  bargain  before  the  paper 
signed.     Parol  evidence  of  what  the  contract  really 

.8  is  therefore  admissible :  Rogers  v.  Hadley{a);  Lindhy 
v.   JLaceyiJj). 

The  Court  called  upon — 

Giffard  nnd  Wood  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  question 
is  ^vhether  this  document  was  so  conclusive,  that  the  Judge 
wa.s  wrong  in  allowing  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  what 
the  contract  was  ?  In  this  case  the  contract  was  contained 
entirely  in  the  consignment  note ;  parol  evidence,  therefore, 
tha.t  the  terms  were  otherwise  than  as  there  stated  was  in- 
Acl  roissible.  Although  supplementary  matter  might  have 
been  given  in  evidence,  it  was  not  competent  for  the  Plain- 
^flr  to  adduce  evidence  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  terms 
expressed  in  writing:  J^ffery  v.  Walton  {c)\  Hoadly  v. 
^  *Laine  {d ).  If  a  man  who  knowingly  signs  a  document 
^^ti  afterwards  set  up  a  parol  agreement  inconsistent  with  it 
^^re  is  an  end  to  the  finality  of  such  documents ;  nor  can 
^  party  be  heard  to  say  that  the  document  which  he  has 
wgned  was  not  read  by  him. 

£rlb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 

discharged.     The  action  was  for  the  non -performance  of 

*•  contract  to  safely  and  securely  carry  goods  from  Guild- 

fi^d  to  Kings  Cross,  and  the  question  is  whether  there 

^^8  evidence  of  a  contract  to  carry  to  King^s  Cross.     On 

(a)  2  H.if  C.  227.  (c)  1  Stark.  267. 

(6)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.  578.  (d)  10  Bing,  482. 

r2 
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1866.       the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  the  oral  evidence  was  very  distinct 

Malpas       that  there  was  such  a  contract,  and  that  the  charge  was  to 

London  and   ^^  fourteen  shillings.     On  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  how- 

South-West-  ever,  there  was  produced  a  paper,  signed  by  the  Plaintiff 

at  the  time  the  cattle  were  dehvered  to  the  company,  ap- 
parently containing  the  terms  on  which  the  cattle  were  to 
be  carried,  and  on  that  paper  were  the  words  '^  to  be  sent 
to  Nine  Elms  station."  On  both  sides  it  was  agreed  that 
the  goods  were  to  pass  by  Nine  Elms  station  in  order  to 
reach  the  cattle  market  station  on  the  line  of  another  rail- 
way company.  It  is  contended  by  the  Defendants  that  the 
paper  is  conclusive  that  there  was  no  contract  to  carry  U} 
Kiny*$  Cross;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  contention 
fails,  for,  although  there  appears  to  be  a  contract  to 
carry  from  Guildford  to  Nine  Elms,  it  is  not  inconsistent 
therewith  that  there  should  also  be  a  contract  to  carry 
from  Nine  Elms  to  Kings  Cross.  The  oral  evidence  ad- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  amounted  to  a  contract 
to  carry  to  King's  Cross;  and  it  is  a  material  fact,  not  men- 
tioned in  the  written  contract,  that  the  charge  for  the  whole 
journey  was  to  be  fourteen  shillings,  the  rate  to  Nine  Elms 
being  only  eight  shillings,  thus  leaving  six  shillings  for 
the  carriage  to  King's  Cross.  It  is  said  that  to  admit  tbia- 
parol  evidence  is  to  allow  a  contradiction  of  the  written  agree- 
ment; but  that  contention  cannot  be  maintained,  because 
the  evidence  offered  does  not  vary  or  contradict  the  agree- 
ment in  writing,  and  shows  only  that  an  additional  agreement 
was  entered  into.  This  is  the  precise  ground, of  my  judg- 
ment, for  I  am  aware  how  important  it  is  that  the  respon- 
sibility of  railway  companies  on  receiving  goods  should  be 
limited  by  writing,  and  that  the  agreement  in  writing  should 
be  conclusive.  In  Robinson  v.  The  Great  Western  RaU- 
way  Company  {a),  the  Plaintiff  declined  to  produce  the 
written  contract,  which  contained  the  ordinary  stipulations 
by   railway  companies,  and   he  failed,  because   we   coq- 

(fl)  1  H.  4-  il.  97. 
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sidered  that  in  that  writing  was  contained  the  agreement       1866. 
which  was  binding  on  the  parties.     In  Van  Toll  v.  The      Malpas 
South-Eastern  Railway  Company  (a),  where  the  Plaintiff  lq^don  and 
deposited  her  travel  I  ins:-ba2  with  the  Defendants,  and  on  South-Webt- 

^  ?        ^  .  EftN  Rail.  Co, 

payment  of  two-pence  received  from  the  company  a  ticket, 

on  the   back  of  which   it  was  stated  that  the  company 
would  not  be  responsible  for  any  package  exceeding  the 
?alue  of  10/.,  and  the  bag  was  lost,  it  was  held   that, 
whether  she  looked  at  the  indorsement  or  not,  she  must 
be  taken  as  having  assented  to  its  terms.     In  the  pre- 
sent case,  however,  the  written  contract  is  silent  as   to 
price,  and  for  that  oral  evidence  was  receivable;  but  on 
receiving  it,  there  appeared  an  additional  contract  1o  carry 
from  Nine  Elms  to  King's  Cross,    I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
additional  contract  may  be  held  good,  without  infringing 
the  rule  that  no  agreement  in  writing  shall  be  varied  by 
parol  evidence. 

WiLLBS,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion  and  on  the  same 

ground.     Suppose  this  document   is  conclusive,  then  the 

AQiount  of  payment  not  being  stated,  it  appears  that  the 

paper  does  not  contain  the  contract  in  its  complete  form, 

and  oral  evidence  may  therefore  be  properly  received  to 

show  what  the  agreed  payment  was.    And  on  this  evidence 

being  given  it  turns  out  that  fourteen  shillings  was  the  sum 

chained  and  paid,  and  that  is  not  denied.     The  receipt  is 

'^r  fourteen  shillings,  when  a  less  sum,  eight  shillings,  was 

^Ue  for  the  carriage  to  Nine  Elms.     Then  what  were  the 

"'t    shillings  paid    for  ?      The  bargain   to  carry  to  Nine 

^inis  was  complete,  and  yet  there  is  a  further  sum  due.    Is 

1^  inconsistent  to  hold  that  in  addition  to  the  contract  to 

c^rry  to  Nine  Elms,  there  was  a  contract  to  carry  to  King's 

^Toss?  I  cannot  see  anything  in  this  which  alters  the  written 

^cement.     The  rule  is,  no  doubt,  that  you  cannot  make 

*^y  alteration   in  an  agreement  reduced   to   writing,  by 

evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  parol  contract;  but  here 

(fl)  12  C.  B.,  JV.  5.  75. 


i 
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1866.        the  evidence  adduced  has  not  that  effect ;  it  proves  only  an 
Malpas      additional   contract,   and.  one   not   at  variance   with  the 

London  and    former  one.    I  wish  to  remark  that  in  the  case  ofJeffery  v. 

Sooth-West-   Walton  (a),  the  reporter,  notwithstanding  his  high  character, 

appears  to  have  misrepresented  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
giving  the  reasons  of  his  judgment  The  agreement  there 
was  for  the  hire  of  a  horse,  and  after  it  had  been  made,  a 
memorandum  in  pencil  was  written  upon  a  card  and  kept 
by  the  Plaintiff.  But  it  did  not  purport  to  be  the  agreement 
between  the  parties,  and  it  did  not  mention  the  subject 
matter  of  the  contract.  Yet  Lord  Ellenborough  is  made  to 
say,  "  the  written  agreement  merely  regulates  the  time  of 
hiring  and  the  rate  of  payment,  and  I  shall  not  allow  any 
evidence  to  be  given  by  the  Plaintiff  in  contradiction  of 
these  terms ;  but  1  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  competent  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  suppletory  matter  as  part 
of  the  agreement."  The  ruling  in  that  case  might  neverthe- 
less be  sustained  upon  another  principle  in  the  law  of 
evidence,  for  the  memorandum  had  been  acted  upon  by 
both  parties,  and  on  that  ground  of  estoppel  the  decision 
was  a  sound  one.  In  Van  Toll  v.  The  South-Eastern  Rail- 
way Company  {b)y  the  document  was  held  conclusive  be- 
tween the  parties  upon  a  similar  ground. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  very 
important  that  it  should  be  understood  that  our  judgment 
does  not  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  a  consignor,  on 
signing  such  a  note  as  the  present,  can  depart  from  his 
written  agreement.  This  is  the  case  of  an  additional  con- 
tract, which  does  not  contradict  or  vary  the  writing  signed 
by  the  Plaintiff. 

Smith,  J.  The  question  before  us  is  not  whether  the 
verdict  was  against  evidence,  but  whether  there  was  any 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  contract  to  carry  to  King's 

(fl)  1  Stark.  267.  (6)  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.  75. 
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Cross.     It  is  said  that  it  is  not  competent  for  us  to  go        1866. 
beyond  the  document  signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  but  evidence       Malpas 
was  given  of  the  price  for  which  the  cattle  were  to  be  taken,    London  and 

that  not  being  in  the  memorandum,  which,  therefore,  did  not  South-We8t- 

ERN  Kail*  V/O* 

contain  all  that  passed.  On  arriving  at  the  proof  of  that 
transaction  it  became  necessary  to  ascertain  the  distance  to 
which  the  animals  were  to  be  carried,  and  that  question  I 
could  not  withdraw  from  the  jury. 

Rule  discharged. 


Phillips  and  Another  v.  Poland. 

^e  provisions  of  the   Bankrupt  Law  Cousolidation  Act,  12  &  13  KieL 

c  106,  «.  112,  by  which  a  bankrupt  after  adjudication  is  protected  from 

arrest  *'by  any  creditor,"  extend  only  to  those  creditors  whose  debts 

accrued  previous  to  the  bankruptcy. 

^crefore  where  a  bankrupt  while  privileged  under  a  protection  order, 

and  before  his  final  examination,  was  arrested  at  his  residence  in 

respect  of  debts  incurred  since  his  bankruptcy :  Held,  that  the  arrest 

^ai  valid.  _  «^ 

January  20. 

T^HE  facts  of  this  case  appeared  from  the  affidavits  to  be  Bankrupt. 

as  follows: — Early  in  March^  1864,  the  Defendant  order, 
filed  his  petition  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  on  the  ^^^^  'adjZka^ 
^^nd  of  the  same  month  was  duly  adjudicated  a  bankrupt.  Honandb^ore 

p  .  ...      final  examino' 

'^'"otection  was  granted,  and  renewed  from  time  to  time,  till  Hon, 
*4tb  November^  1865,  when  the  bankrupt  being  unable  u^is^net. 
''^Da  illness  to  attend  to  pass  his  final  examination,  the  c,l06ft.li2. 
Protection  was  further  extended   to  the  29th  January  of 
Ola  year.     In  August  and  September ^  1865,  the  Defendant 
^^racted  debts  with  the  Plaintiff'  in  respect  of  certain 
fe^odg  delivered  to  him,  for  the  price  of  which  an  action 
.  ^^    80on   after  commenced ;   and   on   the  9th  December 
•'    ^Sment  in  the  action  was  signed.     On  the  16th  December ^ 
^*"itof  ca,  sa.  was  issued  on  that  judgment,  and  on  the 
^^  day  the  Defendant  was  arrested  at  his  residence  in 
^^€it  Portland  Street  by  an  officer  of  the  sheriff  of  Mid^ 
He  thereupon  stated   to  the  officer  that  he  was 
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1866.       privileged  from  arrest  by  reason  of  the  protection  order, 

Phillips      and  produced  it;  but  was  removed  nevertheless  to  White^ 

Poland,      cross  Street  Prison.     On  the  19th  December^  a  summons 

was  heard  before  Bylesj  J.,  at  Chambers,  to  discharge 

the  Defendant  from  custody  on  the  above  grounds,  but  his 

Lordship  declined  to  make  the  order  prayed  for. 

A  rule  was  then  obtained  calling  upon  the  Plaintiffs  and 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  to  show  cause  respectively  why  the 
Defendant  should  not  forthwith  be  discharged  out  of  cus- 
tody as  to  the  above-mentioned  action,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  privileged  from  arrest  both  at  common  law  and  by 
the  protection  granted  by  the  commissioners  under  the  12 
k  13  Vict.  c.  106,  8.  112,  till  he  had  passed  his  final  exa- 
mination. 

Bullar^  for  the  Plaintiff,  showed  cause. — The  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1861  (24  &  26  Vict.  c.  13*,  s.  230,  Sched.  G.),  repeals 
amongst  other  portions  of  the  Act  of  1849  (12  &  13  Vict, 
c.  106),  the  interpretation  clause  of  that  statute,  sect.  276; 
and  the  232nd  section  enacts,  that  ''The  Bankrupt  Law 
Consolidation  Act,  1849,"  "The  Bankruptcy  Act,  18H" 
and  ''The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,"  shall  be  construed  as 
one  Act. 

The  112th  section  of  the  Act  of  1849  provides,  that  "if 
the  bankrupt  be  not  in  prison  or  custody  at  the  date  of 
the  adjudication,  he  shall  be  free  from  arrest  or  imprison- 
ment by  any  creditor  in  coming  to  surrender,  and  after 
such  surrender  during  the  time  by  this  Act  limited  for  such 
surrender,  and  for  such  further  time  as  shall  be  allowed 
him  for  finishing  his  examination,  and  for  such  time  after 
finishing  his  examination  until  his  certificate  be  allowed  as 
the  Court  shall  from  time  to  time  by  endorsement  on  the 
summons  of  such  bankrupt  think  fit  to  appoint,"  &c. 
Section  113  enacts,  "that  if  any  bankrupt  shall  be  arrested 
for  debt,  or  on  any  escape  warrant  in  coming  to  surrender, 
or  shall  after  his  surrender  and  while  protected  by  order  of 
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the  Court  be  so  arrested^  he  shall^  on  producing  such  pro-        1866. 
tectioD  to  the  oflScer  who  shall  arrest  him,  and  giving  such      Phillips 
officer  a  copy  thereofi  be  immediately  discharged."  Poland. 

The  question  is  whether  the  Plaintiif  is  a  '^  creditor" 

within  the  meaning  of  the  above  112th  section.    The  word 

as  there  used  can  only  apply  to  those  persons  who  were 

creditors  at    the    time   of   the    bankruptcy.      Here    the 

PiaintiflT  became  a  creditor  afler   the  adjudication,  and 

in  the  absence  of  clear  and  express  words,  taking  away 

his    common  law  rights,  the  Plaintiff  is   entitled  to  his 

remedy :  Grtice  v.  Bishop  (a).     It  is  clear  that  the  word 

''creditor*'  in  the  interpretation  clause  of  statute  24  &  25 

Vict.  c.  134,  can  only  apply  to  one  who  was  so  at  the  time 

of  the  bankruptcy;  and  sections  116,  142  and  144  where 

the  word  "creditor"  occurs  must  be  construed  accordingly; 

it  is,  in  fact,  the  only  mode  in  which  the  term  is  used 

throughout  tlie  Act.     On  the  possibility  of  construing  the 

same  word  differently,  in  different  sections  of  an  Act  of 

Parliament,  the  judgment  of  Lord  Dtnman^  in  Reg.  v.  The 

Poor  Law  Commissioner  in  re  the  Holborn  Union  (6),  may 

^  referred   to.     'Vhe  cases  of  Ocifard  v.    Freston{c)f 

Boteman  v.  Freeston(d),  and  Ex  parte  Freston{e),  are 

^^^  applicable :  they  turned  on  the  257th  section  of  the 

^^^  of  1849,  now  repealed.     The  language  of  the  Lord 

^oaoQellor   in   the    last    case,   though   general,  must   be 

^*^^n    in  connection  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  case 

him. 


hefo 


^^Cfliw,  for  the   sheriff,   pointed  out  that  in  Grace  v. 

^^^  the  bankrupt  had  passed  his  last  examination, 
^^as  here  it  was  not  so,  and  he  prayed  that  in  the  event 
^^  rule  being  made  absolute,  the  Court  would  impose 

'^^  by  which  the  sheriff  should  be  protected. 

C«)  11  Ex.  424.  (d)  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  133. 

<  ^)  6  il.  4-  E.  56,  68.  (e)  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  460. 

^c)6H.  4-N.466. 


V. 

Poland. 
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1866.  Nasmyth  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  decision  in  Grace 

Phillips  ^'  Bishop  is  not  applicable ;  the  sole  question  there  was 
whether  the  commissioners  could  grant  protection  after  the 
last  examination.  Under  the  present  state  of  things  that 
point  cannot  arise.  The  object  of  the  112th  section  of 
the  Act  of  1849  is  to  secure  the  bankrupt  from  arrest,  and, 
although  there  is  no  direct  authority  upon  it,  the  construc- 
tion of  the  clause  must  be  in  favour  of  the  debtor's  freedom, 
and  not  upon  any  forced  meaning  of  the  word  "  creditor." 
The  bankrupt  must  be  held,  therefore,  as  privileged  from 
arrest  from  the  date  of  his  surrender  to  the  date  of  his  last 
examination.  This  section  is  a  re-enactment  of  the  5  Geo. 
2,  c.  30,  8.  5,  and  cases  decided  upon  that  Act  are  appli* 
cable  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  Judges  regarded 
the  protection  of  the  bankrupt  as  a  privilege:  Davis  v. 
Trotter  (a) ;  Darhy  v.  Bauyhan  (6) ;  Ex  parte  Leigh  (c) ; 
In  re  Dalton  (d). 

The  condition  of  the  bankrupt's  denuding  himself  of  all 
his  property  is  that  he  shall  be  protected  from  arrest,  and 
such  protection  enables  him  to  secure  the  interest  of  his 
creditors  and  to  clear  his  moral  character.  If  he  is  con- 
fined he  cannot  give  to  the  commissioner  all  the  informa- 
tion that  is  required  for  that  purpose ;  he  ought  therefore  to 
have  his  freedom  to  enable  him  to  do  so. 

The  object  of  the  certificate  is  not  the  benefit  of  thm 
bankrupt  but  the  protection  of  the  sheriff. 

WiLLBS,  J.  This  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  PlaintiflT  andl 
the  sheriff  to  show  cause  why  the  Defendant  should  not  be 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  where  he  Iie3 
under  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  issued  upon  a  judgment  of  this  Court 
of  the  9th  December,  1865.  It  appears  that  the  judgment 
is  in  respect  of  debts  contracted  in  the  course  of  last  year^ 
and  the  judgment  and  the  ca,  sa.  are  regular.     The  D< 

(a)  8  r.  R.  475.  (f )  1  Gl.  &  Jam.  264. 

(6)  5  T.  R.  209.  (d)  1  hall  if  B.  130. 
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fendanty  however^  insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  discharged,        1866. 
becaase  he  had  protection  under  the  1 12th  section  of  the      phillifs 
Bankruptcy  Act,   1849,  the  protection   having  been  ob-      p  "• 
taiiied  under  the   following   circumstances.      The  bank- 
rupt in  March,  1864,  presented  his  petition  to  the  Bank- 
^ptcy  Court,  and  on  the  22nd  was  adjudicated  a  bank- 
nipt;  protection  was  granted,  and  renewed  from  time  to 
time   till  a  period  which  will  expire  on  the  29th  of  this 
roonth.     Accordingly  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  bankrupt 
was  arrested  during  the  time  the  protection  existed.     At 
"^G    time  of  the  arrest,  he  did  not  appear  to  be  going 
to   or  coming  back  from  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  in 
•'^y     way    engaged    in    any  business    to  which    he   was 
bound  to    attend   under   the    rules    of   the   Bankruptcy 
^cts,  and  he  had  not  passed  his  last  examination.    These 
*!■©    the  facts   on  which  we  are   to  decide  whether  the 
I^elendant  was  rightfully  arrested.     The  question  depends 
not  upon  the  common  law  privilege  of  a  bankrupt  going  to 
or  returning  from  the  Court,  but  upon  the  meaning  to  be 
put   on  the  word  **  creditor"  in  section  1 12  above  referred 
to.      That  is  the  section  whereby  the  bankrupt  is  protected, 
*nd  not  only  may  the  protection  be  extended  by  the  com- 
naissioners  in  cases  where  the  party  would  be  protected  at 
cotninon  law,  but  it  is  enacted  also  that  the  bankrupt  shall  be 
free  from  arrest  by  "  any  creditor"  after  his  surrender,  "and 
»or  such  further  time  as  shall  be  allowed  him  for  finishing 
bis  examination,  and  for  such  time  after  finishing  his  exa- 
''^'nation  until  his  certificate  be  allowed,"  as  the  Court  shall 
■'"om  time  to  time  think  fit  to  appoint.     The  question  for 
^^^  consideration  being  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  creditor" 
^  ^nis  section,  are  we  to  understand  by  that  term  creditor 
**  ^txy  debt  whenever  contracted,  or  a  creditor  who  may 
^^  in  under  the  bankruptcy,  who  may  have  the  benefits 
.    ^^r  it,  and  over  whom  the  commissioners  may  exercise 
. '"^^diction.     I  apprehend  the  latter  is  the  true  construc- 
^*      It  is  no  doubt  a  rule  of  construction  that  general 
^^da  are  to  be  construed  generally,  unless  there  are  other 
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1866.  words  leading  to  an  opposite  conclusion.  But  the  rule  is 
Phillips  &Iso  clear  that  general  words  are  to  be  restrained  to  the 
Poland.  subject- matter  with  which  the  document  is  dealing,  and  if 
it  appear  that  a  statute  is  dealing  with  a  particular  species, 
the  general  words  must  be  restrained  to  that  species. 
Verba  generalia  restringuntur  ad  habililatem  rei  vel  per-- 
sonam.  If  we  read  this  section  in  the  manner  stated,  it 
appears  that  so  far  as  the  creditors  are  concerned,  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  was  to  deal  with  those  only  who 
were  to  come  within  the  Act  in  respect  of  its  jurisdiction. 
The  argument  in  favour  of  the  Defendant  divides  itself  into 
two  parts :  first,  the  necessity  of  giving  some  protection 
to  the  bankrupt,  not  only  against  the  creditors  under  the 
adjudication,  but  also  against  those  whose  debts  accrued 
afterwards.  A  Court  is  appointed  before  which  the  bank* 
nipt  is  bound  to  appear  for  the  purpose  of  surrender,  to 
enable  the  Court  to  arrive  at  the  true  state  of  his  affairs,  and 
to  consider  the  question  of  discharge;  and  it  is  suggested, 
that  as  on  these  occasions  the  bankrupt  should  be  before 
the  Court,  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  protecting  him 
from  creditors,  both  those  then  existing;  and  those  who  become 
so  afterwards,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  witness  attending 
Court  is  protected.  So  far  the  argument  is  perfectly  true. 
But  the  Defendant  must  further  allege  that  if  the  word 
•*  creditor"  does  not  include  creditors  whenever  the  debt 
arose,  the  bankrupt  is  not  protected,  and  for  that  there  is 
no  authority  whatever.  Independently  however  of  the 
112th  section,  there  is  the  privilege  at  common  law  by 
which  the  bankrupt  is  privileged  from  arrest  in  attending 
Court,  or  goin^  to  and  returning  from  it,  and  that  would  be 
sufficient  to  displace  this  portion  of  the  argument.  But 
there  is  a  further  answer  to  it  in  the  section  itself,  for  in  a 
subsequent  part  it  gives  the  bankrupt  in  express  terms  the 
right  to  be  brought  up  for  the  purposeof  surrendering,  and 
power  is  given  to  grant  him  protection  while  coming  up. 
The  words  of  the  section  are,  "  whenever  any  bankrupt  is 
in  prison  or  in  custody  under  any  process,  attachment,  exe- 


V. 

Poland. 
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cution^  commitment^  or  sentence,  the  Court  may,  by  warrant        1866. 
directed  to  the  person  in  whose  custody  he  is  confined,      Phillips 
<:ause  him  to  be  brought  before  it  at  any  sitting,  either 
public  or  private,  and  if  he  be  desirous  to  surrender  he 
0ball  be  so  brought  up." 

The  second  part  of  the  argument  was  based  on  certain 
authorities.     Some  of  these  I  must  pass  over  lightly.     In 
J)(wis  V.  Trotter  it  did  not  appear  when  the  debt  accrued. 
-Re  Dalton,  Ex  parte  Leigh ^  and  Ex  parte  Freston^  do  not 
touch  the  present  question.  The  cases,  however,  of  Darby  v. 
^avghan  and  Grace  v.  Bishop  do  apply.     The  former  was 
relied  on  as  supporting  the  proposition  that  the  analogous 
section  of  5  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  which  did  not  give  protection 
after  the  certificate,  applied  to  debts  whether  they  accrued 
before  or  after  the  bankruptcy.     That  was  a  peculiar  case. 
The  person  at  whose  suit  the  ca.  sa.  was  issued  appears  to 
bave  been  an  accommodation  acceptor  for  the  bankrupt, 
and  the  bill  sued  on  fell  due  after  the  bankruptcy.     It  is 
clear  that  the  original  transaction  was  before  the  bank* 
mptey,  as  the  report  implies  it.     The  words  are  that  the 
bankrupts  "  were  arrested  by  the  PlaintiflF  as  the  acceptor 
of  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  them,  which  had  not  become 
due  nor  were  paid  until   after  the  act  of  bankruptcy." 
The  accommodation  acceptor  paid    the  bills  to   the  cre- 
ditor ader  the  bankruptcy,  and  then  issued  his  ca.  sa.     It  is 
*    case  of  liability  incurred  by  the  bankrupt  before  his 
■^^kruptcy,  and  a  case  in  which,  as  the  law  stands  since 
^*^e  49  Geo.  3,  c.  121,  5.  8,  the  bankrupt  would  be  dis- 
charged as  against  his  surety;  but  at  the  time  Kenyon^ 
^'  J.,  pronounced  his  judgment,  no  such  provision  was  in 
force. 

I  find,  however,  in  2  Christianas  Bankrupt  Latvs,  353-5, 

^^i    ed.,  which  is  the   touchstone  in  this    matter,  that, 

^nile  the  49  Geo.  3,  c.  121  was  the  first  statutory  provision 

^w  this  respect,  there  had    been  several  decisions   giving 

teWef  to  the  surety ;  as  in  1791,  when  a  Court  of  Equity 

compelled  the  creditor  to  prove  under  the  principal  debtor's 
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1866.  estate  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  surety  ;  and  in  1792  the  Lords 
Phillips  Commissioners  decided  that  the  surety  had  a  right  to  the 
Poland.  benefit  of  the  proofs,  and  ordered  the  dividends  to  be  paid 
to  the  commissioners  in  trust  for  the  surety.  The  case  of 
Darby  v.  Buughan  does  not  therefore  seem  so  opposed  to 
Grace  v.  Bishop  as  at  first  sight  appeared.  Turning  to 
that  latter  case,  which  arose  on  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106, 
I  think  it  is  a  decision  on  the  very  point.  Although  there 
is  a  difference  between  the  Act  of  Geo.  2  and  that  of 
the  Queen,  it  is  not  a  difierence  affecting  the  present 
question,  because  the  later  Act,  in  extending  the  time  for 
protection,  does  not  enlarge  the  powers  as  to  the  class 
of  persons  protected.  On  the  other  hand,  the  present 
case  is  only  distinguishable  from  Grace  v.  Bislwp  in  the 
fact  that  there  the  bankrupt  had  passed  his  last  examina* 
tion,  while  here  he  had  not ;  but  the  language  is  the  same 
for  both.  If,  therefore,  Lord  KenyorCs  decision  is  to  be 
taken  as  an  authority  on  the  one  side,  we  have  a  decision 
of  much  later  date  on  the  other,  and  equally  authoritative; 
and  dealing  with  that  state  of  things,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  our  duty  requires  us  to  be  guided  by  the  more 
recent  authority.  I  would  add  that  I  have  had  many  of 
these  cases  at  Chambers,  and  I  have  invariably  acted  as 
my  Brother  Byles  has  done.  I  was  not  aware  that  there 
was  any  difficulty  in  construing  the  section,  but  it  is  satis- 
factory to  have  had  the  point  raised. 
The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  question 
arises  here  of  the  right  of  the  Defendant  to  be  discharged  at 
common  law.  He  was  arrested  at  his  lodgings,  and  for  his 
right  to  discharge  he  referred  to  the  statute  of  1849.  We 
have,  however,  a  decision  on  that  statute  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  Grace  v.  Bishop^  a  considered  case,  and  I 
think  not  distinguishable  from  the  present.  It  has  been 
admitted  by  Mr.  Nasmyth^  who  argued  the  question  with 
ability,  that  be  could  cite  no  authority  on  this  section  of 
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the  statute;   and  the  only  case  in  some  degree  bearing 
upon  the  point  was  Darby  v.  Havghan,  which  may  be 
supported  consistently  with  our  present  decision,  for  the 
reasons  which  have  been   given  by  my  Brother  Willes, 
I  may,  however,  remark  that  in  some  sense  the  Plaintiff  in 
that  case  was  a  creditor  before  the  debtor's  bankruptcy. 
The  word  "creditor"  occurs  throughout  the  Act,   which 
gives  the  commissioner  jurisdiction  over  the  bankrupt  and 
over  the  creditors;  and  is  there  any  reason  why  in  the 
112th  section  that  word  should  be  read  in  a  broader  sense 
than  in  others?     I  think  not.     If  Mr.  Nasmytlis  conten* 
tion  is  correct,  the  commissioner  must  deal  with  creditors 
who  have  become  so  after  the  adjudication.     What  right 
has  he  to  do  this?     His  duty  is  to  deal  with  the  creditors, 
and  with  the  conduct  of  the  bankrupt,  in  relation  to  the 
estate  he  is  administering.      It  is  obvious  that  great  in- 
justice might  be  done  if  he  extended   protection  to  the 
bankrupt  without  inquiring  into  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  debts  were  incurred.     For  these  reasons  I  think 
the  rule  should  be  discharo:ed. 


1866. 

Phillips 

V, 

Poland, 


Rule  discharged. 


Indermaur  v.  Dames. 


J. /t 


January  27. 
February  26. 


*•   ^he  duty  of  the  occupier  of  a  building,  with  reference  to  persons 
'^*'^ing  thereto  in  the  course  of  business  upon  his  invitation,  express 
"J plied,  to  exercise  reasonable  care  to  prevent  damaore  happening 


to 
of 


Negligence, 
Duty  of  the 

. ,    _     __  _  _  .    ..   ^ ^_  --_,^ o   occupier  of  a 

^nein  from  unusual  danger  in    the  construction  of  the  premises,  rf  a  building 
""""""  with  reference 

to  persons  re- 
torting  thereto 
by  his  invitation, 
Urfenced  shqft. 


2L  Xh^  ^"^ch  he  has  or  ought  to  have  knowledge. 

Patentee  of  a  gas  regulator,  who  employed  the  Plaintiff  as  journey- 

g  ***»  having  agreed  to  supply  iiis  patent  gas  regulator  to  the  Defendant, 

to  ^1?^*^  refiner,  upon  the  terms  that  if  it  effected  a  certain  saving  it  was 

PI    .  ^    considered,  after  test,  as  purchased,  on  a  Saturday  sent  the 

p^  **^t^iff  and  two  other  workmen  to  the  Defendant's  refinery  for  the 

Jlll^^^e  of  fixing  it;  but,  the  Plaintiff  being  intoxicated,  he  was  not 

-j^^^^^d  by  the  Defendant  to  do  the  work,  and  he  did  not  enter  the 

Jl^   ***5%es,  and  the    machine  was  fixed  by  the  other  workmen.      On 

T^   ^^*^llowing  Monday  it  was  arranged  between  the  patentee  and  the 

^^^**dant  that  the  action  of  the  regulator  should  be  tested  on  the  next 

^>  ^nd  the  patentee  accordingly  sent  the  Plaintiff  to  the  refinery  for 
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1866. 
Indermaue 

V. 

Dames. 


that  purpoFe.  On  one  of  the  floors  there  was  a  shad  4  feet  3  inches 
square  and  29  feet  3  inches  deep,  used  for  roovinj^  sugar.  The  shaft 
was  necessary,  usual  and  proper  in  the  way  of  the  Defendant's  busi- 
ness ;  and,  when  in  use,  it  was  necessary  and  proper  that  it  should  be 
open  and  unfenced ;  and,  when  nor  in  use,  it  was  sometimes  necessary 
that  it  should  be  open  for  ventilation ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  that 
when  not  in  use  it  should  be  unfenced,  and  it  might  then,  without 
injury  to  the  business,  have  been  fenced  by  a  rail.  The  PlaintiiT, 
whilst  on  that  floor  engaged  in  the  operation  of  testing,  and  when  the 
shaft  was  not  in  use,  but  was  open  and  unfenced,  under  circumstances 
as  to  which  the  evidence  was  conflicting,  but  accidentally,  and,  as  the 
jury  found,  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part,  fell  down  the 
shaft  and  was  seriously  hurt.  Held,  that  there  was  evidence  for  the 
jury  that  the  Plaintiff  was  in  the  Defendant's  premises  by  the  tacit 
invitation  of  the  Defendant,  upon  business  in  which  he  was  concerned ; 
that  there  was,  by  reason  of  the  shaft,  unusual  danger  known  to  the 
Defendant ;  that  the  Plainiifl*  sustained  damage  by  reason  of  that 
danger  and  of  the  neglect  of  the  Defendant  and  his  servants  to  um 
reasonable  and  sutficient  means  to  avert  it  or  warn  him  of  it,  and  therefore 
had  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  Defendant. 
8.  Any  duty  on  the  part  of  the  occupier  of  a  building  to  provide  for  the 
safety  of  a  master  workman  employed  to  do  work  there  is  equally 
owing  to  the  servant  workman  whom  he  may  lawfully  send  in  his  place. 

rimE  declaration  alleged  that  the  Defendant  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  high  building  containing  several  floors 
used  by  him  as  a  sugar  refinery,  in  the  interior  of  which 
was  a  shaft  or  shoot  passing  from  the  basement  of  the 
building  upwards  through  the  several  floors,  and  which 
shaft  or  shoot  was  highly  dangerous  to  persons  entering 
the  building  who  might  be  unacquainted  with  the  same, 
as  the  Defendant  then  well  knew :  and  that  the  Plaintifi^ 
then  being  unacquainted  with  the  premises,  was  employed 
by  the  Defendant  to  enter  the  building  and  execute  certain 
work  in  his  trade  of  a  gasfitter  after  darkness  had  set  in  in 
the  evening,  for  the  Defendant,  upon  one  of  the  upper  floors 
of  the  building :  yet  the  Defendant  wrongfully,  negligently 
and  improperly  allowed  his  shaft  or  shoot  to  remain  and  be 
unfenced,  unguarded  and  unlighted  whilst  the  Plaintifi^was 
executing  the  work,  whereby  the  Plaintiff,  whilst  so  em* 
ployed,  fell  down  the  shaft  or  shoot  and  was  precipitated 
through  the  same  to  the  basement  of  the  building,  and 
was  greatly  hurt,  bruised,  &c. 

Pleas :  I.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  there  was  no  such  shaft  or 
shoot  as  alleged.  3.  That  the  shaft  or  shoot  was  not  dan- 
gerous as  alleged.    4.  That  the  Defendant  had  no  such 
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knowledge  of  the  danger  as  alleged.     5.  That  the  Plaintiff       1866. 
was  not  employed  by  the  Defendant  as  alleged.  Imdbrmaur 

Issues  thereon.  _  •'• 

Dames. 
On  the  trial  before  Erle^  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 

after  iftc&ie/iia^  Term,  1865,  it  appeared  that  the  Plain- 
tiff  was  a  journeyman  gasfitter.  The  Defendant  was  a 
Bogar  refiner,  carrying  on  his  business  in  premises  in  Ru- 
pert  Street,  WhitechapeL  In  the  month  of  June,  1864,  the 
Plaintiif  was  in  the  employ  of  a  gasfitter  named  Duckham, 
who  was  the  patentee  of  a  gas  regulator,  and,  by  the 
agracy  of  one  Hargreaves,  who  described  himself  as  a  com- 
mission agent,  had  entered  into  a  written  contract  with  the 
Defendant,  by  which  he  agreed  to  attach  two  of  his  patent 
regulators  to  the  meter  in  the  area  of  the  Defendant's  pre* 
mises,  upon  the  terms  that  if  he,  Duckham,  should  fail  to 
effect  a  saving  of  from  fifteen  to  thirty  per  cent,  on  the  De- 
fendant's previous  consumption  of  gas  he  would  remove  the 
i^lators  and  restore  the-  fittings  at  his  own  expense ; 
but  that,  should  he  eifect  such  saving,  the  machines  should 
'' be  considered,  after  test,  as  purchased,  and  a  three  years' 
guarantee  given  with  them :"  the  price  to  be  1 8/. 

On  Saturday,  the  25th  June,  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  direc- 
tions of  Duckham,  went  to  the  premises  of  the  Defendant 
to  fix  the  two  regulators;  but,  upon  his  arrival  there  be- 
tween three  and  four  o'clock,  it  appeared  that  he  was  not 
wber,  and  the  Defendant's  manager,  one  Wood,  seeing  the 
state  he  was  in,  told  Hargreaves,  who  was  there  with  a  gas 
•^lator  manufacturer,  named  Bristow,  also  employed  by 
I^Mam,  and  a  boy,  that  he  must  either  cancel  the  order 
^''pot  the  matter  off  to  some  other  day,  as  no  drunken  man 
^d  be  allowed  to  do  any  work  on  the  premises.  How- 
®^er,  upon  being  assured  by  Hargreaces  that  Bristow  was 

•  

q^ite  sober,  and  that  he,  Hargreaves,  would  remain,  Wood 
allowed  the  work  to  be  commenced ;  and  the  regulators 
^ere  fixed,  and  the  work  completed  by  Bristow  with  the 
▼01,  i._c.  p.  S 
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1866.       assistance  of  the  boy,  the  Plaintiff  sitting  down  whilst  it 
iMDERMAUE    ^^^  being  done,  but  not  doing  any  part  of  it.     On  this 
-.  "•  occasion  the  Plaintiff  only  went  into  the  area  where  the 

meter  was,  and  not  inside  the  premises. 

The  regulators  were  completely  fixed,  and  the  gas  turned 
on  by  a  little  afler  eight  o'clock  p.  m.  ;  and  there  would 
have  been  time  for  an  examination  of  the  burners  in  the 
refinery  on  the  same  night  if  it  had  been  requisite  to  make 
it  then  ;  but  it  was  not  made  then  ;  and  Hargreaves  ^ppWed 
to  Wood  on  the  following  Monday  to  know  on  what  night 
it  would  be  convenient  for  him,  Hargreaves,  to  come  for 
the  purpose  of  making  such  examination,  and  the  following 
night  was  appointed  for  that  purpose.  Hargreaves  there- 
upon gave  notice  to  Dvchham  of  the  appointment,  and 
requested  him  to  send  some  one  to  accompany  him,  Har^ 
greaves^  in  making  the  examination ;  and  Duckham,  with- 
out any  application  having  been  made  to  him  by  the 
Plaintiff,  sent  him  on  Tuesday^  June  28th.  The  Plain- 
tiff and  HargreaveSt  whom  he  met  on  his  way  to  the  De- 
fendant's premises,  arrived  there  at  about  half-past  eight  or 
a  quarter  to  nine  p.  m.  ;  and,  on  their  way  there,  according 
to  the  statement  of  Hargreaves^  which  was  contradicted 
by  the  Plaintiff,  the  former  cautioned  the  Plaintiff  in  these 
words :  "  Now,  mind,  Indermaur,  sugar  houses  are  very 
peculiar  places — they  neither  allow  candles  nor  lucifers. 
We  must  keep  our  eyes  open  ;  there  is  a  man  to  go  with  us 
with  a  light.  I  shall  follow  the  man  and  you  keep  close  to 
me ;"  and  it  appeared  that  Wood,  the  manager,  being  busy, 
had  appointed  a  German  named  Schmidt,  who  could  n 
speak  English,  to  show  them  over  the  premises. 

After  making  some  examination  on  the  ground-floor  an 
in  the  yard,  Schmidt,  Hargreaves  and  the  Plaintiff  we 
up-stairs  to  the  first-floor.     It  was  dark,  and  the  walls  w 
begrimed  and  dingy  with  the  sugar  encrusted  on  the 
but  Schmidt  carried  an  oil  lamp.    When  the  three  got  o: 
that  floor,  the  Plaintiff  lighted  and  examined  one  of  t 


XXIX  VICTORIA. 


247 


gag  lights  there,  and  changed  the  burner,  and  then  pro- 
ceeded to  a  second  gas  light  and  lighted  that,  and  changed 
the  bumer,  and,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  PlaintifT, 
though  there  was  very  conflicting  evidence  upon  the  point, 
thoie  were   the  only  lights  in   that  floor.     Schmidt  was 
then  made  to  understand  that  they  wanted  to  go  upstairs  to 
the  next  floor,  and  the  three  went  away  for  that  purpose, 
Schmidt  leading  the  way.     The  Plaintifl*  had  moved  from 
the  gas  light  which  had  been  last  lighted  to  the  extent  of 
eight  or  nine  feet,  when  he  discovered  that  he  had  led  his 
plyere  beside  his  tool  basket  under  the  gas  light  which  he 
had  first  lighted,  and  ran  back  a  few  yards  to  fetch  them. 
Having  got  them  he  made  straight  for  the  light  carried  by 
Sckmidt,  who,  as  it  seemed,  had  moved  from  his  position 
whilst  the  Plaintifl*  was  fetching  his  piyers;  and,  whilst  iTar- 
^vei  was  making  some  remark  to  him,  fell  through  a  hole 
in  the  floor  about  four  feet  three  inches  square,  called  the 
"pulley-hole,"  and  down  a  shaft  to  a  depth  of  twenty-nine 
feet  three  inches,  of  which  he  had  no  warning,  and  fractured 
Wsspine.    Twosides  of  this  hole  were  enclosed;  but  the 
<^  two  sides  were  quite  open  and  unfenced ;  and  though 
there  were  hinges  at  the  sides  upon  which  doors  were  occa- 
wonally  hung,  they  were  used  for  no  other  purpose  than  that 
of  regulating  the  temperature  in  cold  weather,  and  were  not 
ptttupat  the  time  of  the  accident.     The  shaft,  however, 
was  a  necessary  part  of  a  sugar  refinery.     It  communicated 
With  the  several  floors  of  the  building,  and,  by  means  of 
*  tiay  suspended  by  chains  on  each  side,  was  used  for  lift- 

« 

^*^g  the  sugar  from  one  floor  to  another. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  Plaintiff"  it  was 
o^ected  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  that  there  was  no 
^^;  that  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  he  was  under 
*^y  obligation  or  duty  to  fence  the  shaft  which  was  used 
*0T  the  purpose  of  his  business;  and  Wilkinson  v.  Fairrie  (a). 


1866. 

Imdbrmavr 
«. 

DaM£8. 


(a)  1  H.  4  C.  633. 
S  2 
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1866.  ^^s  referred  to ;  but  Erley  C.  J.,  said  that  in  his  opiDion,  al- 
Indermaur  ^'^Q^g'^  persons  employed  on  the  premises  by  the  Defendant, 
V-  by  choosing  to  enter  that  employ  and  naming  the  wages 

they  were  to  receive  for  their  services,  were  bound  to  take 
into  account  the  state  of  the  premises,  if  a  person  was  sent 
for  to  the  premises,  who  was  not  in  the  Defendant's 
employ,  to  do  such  work  as  the  Plaintiff  was  required  to 
do,  a  different  degree  of  care  was  required ;  and  he  reserved 
the  point. 

On  behalf  of  the  Defendant  several  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined, and  amongst  them  Wood  stated  that  if  he  bad 
known  that  the  Plaintiff  was  coming  to  the  Defendant's  pre- 
mises on  the  Tuesday^  he  should  certainly  have  objected ; 
that  the  premises  had  been  recently  built,  were  constructed 
as  refineries  generally  are,  and  were  an  improvement  on 
some  sugar  houses  in  London^  and  that  on  this  particular 
floor  it  would  not  be  usual  to  fence  the  shafl  all  the 
year  round,  because  there  was  a  crushing-mill  on  that 
floor,  and  it  was  more  used  than  any  other  floor  in  the 
house. 

His  Lordship  having  summed  up,  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  damages  400/. 

In  Hilary  Term,  Huddleston  obtained  a  rule  to  set 
aside  the  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  did  not  disclose  any  cause  of  action ;  or  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration 
showed  no  cause  of  action;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence. Seymour  v,  Maddox  (a)  and  Hounsell  v.  Smyth  (6) 
were  cited.  WilleSy  J.,  referred  to  Farrant  v.  Barnes  (c), 
and  the  part  of  the  rule  relating  to  the  arrest  of  judgment 
was  added  upon  the  suggestion  of  his  Lordship,  who  seemed 
to  think  the  declaration  bad. 

The  case  was  argued  January  27th, 

(a)  16  Q.  B.  326.  (c)  11  C.  B.,  N.S.  553. 

(6)  7  C.  B ,  N.  S.  731. 
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Ballantine  Serjt.  and  Raymond  showed  cause. — It  was  1866. 
the  duty  of  the  Defendant,  as  owner  of  the  premises,  to  imdbrmaue 
take  sufficient  care  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  a  stranger  jy^^^ 
to  them,  should  not  suffer  injury  from  the  dangerous  jamutry  27, 
state  in  which  they  were  kept.  The  Plaintiff  was  not 
a  mere  volunteer,  but  was  upon  tlie  premises  for  the  pur- 
pose of  doing  work  for  his  master,  in  respect  of  a  contract 
between  his  master  and  the  Defendant,  and  is  to  be  taken 
as  being  upon  the  premises  by  the  invitation  of  the  De- 
fendant. The  warehouse  was  begrimed  and  blackened 
with  sugar,  and  it  was  conceded  that,  on  account  of  the 
hole,  the  place,  if  not  properly  lighted,  was  one  of  immi- 
nent peril.  The  evidence  shows  a  breach  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  both  in  respect  of  the  lighting  and 
the  fencing.  Except  when  the  lifl  was  being  used,  the  two 
sides  of  tlie  hole  which  were  left  open  might  have  been 
protected  by  a  railing.  It  was  known  to  the  Defendant 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  coming  to  make  the  examination, 
and  it  is  not  to  be  taken  that  a  gasfitter  would  know  of  the 
danger,  and  bis  attention  ought  to  have  been  called  to  it. 
Here  the  Defendant  sends  as  guide  for  the  Plaintiff  a 
foreigner  who  cannot  speak  English.  In  Hounsell  v. 
^^ih(a)  it  was  held,  that  an  owner  of  land  is  under  no 
obligation  to  fence  an  excavation  therein,  unless  it  is  made 
80  near  to  a  public  road  or  way  as  to  constitute  a  public 
nuisance.  But  the  principle  of  that  decision  is  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiff's  contention.  In  Barnes  v.  Ward  (b)  it  was 
held,  that  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  a  messuage  near  a 
pnblic  footway  to  fence  an  area  abutting  upon  it  was  pro- 
perly alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  the  case  establishes 
that  the  owner  of  real  property  is  bound  to  take  proper 
precautions  that  persons  shall  not  suffer  injury  from  the 
iQode  in  which  he  uses  it.     It  is  in  each  case  a  mixed 

W  7  C.  B.,  N,  5.  731.  (6)  9  C.  B.  392. 
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^^tfK.       ^Mi^tioo  of  law  and  fact  what  the  degree  of  precaution 
~  ^  dnll  be.    The  Plaintiff  was  not  a  servant  of  the  Defendant, 
^  Mid  ihe  cases  in  which  servants  have  been  held  not  entitled 

lo  sue  for  injuries  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule.     In 
WUkm^^n  V.  Fairrie{a\  the  PldintifT,  a  carman,  was  sent 
bv  his'  employer  to  the  Defendants'  premises  to  fetch  some 
goods,  and  was  directed  by  a  servant  of  the  Defendants  to 
go  along  a  passage  to  find  the  warehouseman.    The  pas- 
sage was  dark,  and,  in  going  along  it,  he  fell  down  a  stair- 
case and  was  injured ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  Defend- 
ants were  not  responsible,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  obliga- 
tion to  light  the  passage  or  fence  the  staircase.     But  the 
distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present  appears  in 
the  judgment,  where  Pollock,  C.  B.,  say?,  p.  635, "  My  Bro- 
ther Bramwell  directed  a  nonsuit  upon  this  alternative — if 
it  was  so  dark  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  see,  he  ought  not 
to  have  proceeded   without  a  light ;  if  it  was  sufficiently 
light  for  him  to  see,  he  might  have  avoided  the  staircase, 
which  is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  hole  or  trapdoor, 
through  which  a  person  may  fall,"    [  Willes,  J.    The  danger 
in  the  present  case  was  a  peculiar  danger,  which  was  known 
to  the  Defendant,  but  was  not  known  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
one  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  io^norant  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  Defendant.]     That  is  so,  and  the  evidence  that  t!.e 
hole  was  insufficiently  fenced  is  under  the  circumstances 
evidence  of  nci^ligence.     [  yVilleSy  J,     The  case  most  like 
this  is  Farrant  v.  Barnes  (6),  where  the  Plaintiff  was  in- 
jured by  the  bursting  of  a  carboy  of  nitric  acid;  and  it 
was  held  that  one  who  employs  a  carrier  to  carry  an  article 
of  such  a  dangerous  nature  as  to  require  extraordinary  care 
in  its  conveyance  must  communicate  the  fact  to  the  car- 
rier, or  he  will  be  responsible  for  any  injury  which  may 
result  to  the  carrier  or  his  servants  from  the  omission.    His 

(fl)  1  H.  4  C.  633.  (6)  11  C.  B.,  A^  S.  553. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  251 

Lordship  also  referred  to  Cue  v.  Piatt  {a),  aad  Clarke^        1866. 
App.  y.  Holmes,  Resp  (6).]  Imdermau* 


Htiddleston  and  J.  O,  Griffits  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
The  question  is  whether  there  was  any  duty  or  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant  in  respect  of  the  precautions 
which  he  was  bound  to  take  to  prevent  injury  to  the  Plain- 
tiff whilst  on  his  premises,  for  a  breach  of  which  he  is  liable. 
The  case  cannot  be  put  higher  for  the  Plaintiff  than  that  be 
was  licensed  by  the  Defendant  to  go  on  the  premises.  He 
was  not  invited  there,  and  was  not  employed  by  the  De- 
fendant to  do  work  there,  but  was  merely  servant  to  the 
patentee,  whojiad  completed  his  work  on  the  previous  Satur^ 
day, and  wished  to  have  it  examined.  [Erie,  C.  J.  The  De- 
fendant had  employed  a  person  to  attach  to  the  meter  his 
patent  gas  regulators,  and  by  his  contract  promised  to  pay 
for  them  if  after  test  they  effected  a  certain  saving  ]  The 
permission  to  examine  the  burners  was  given  to  Hargreaves 
ind  not  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  Wood  in  his  evidence  states 
that  if  he  had  known  that  the  Plaintiff  was  comin^j  on  the 
IWsduy,  he  should  have  objected.  [  Willes,  J.  The  con- 
tractor might  either  himself  go  and  make  the  examination 
orsendhis  workman.]  The  evidence  shows  that  this  was 
M  ordinary  sugar  refinery,  and  any  one  with  any  know- 
ledge of  such  a  refinery  would  know  that  it  must  contain 
snchalift  as  that  here,  and  the  only  duty  cast  upon  the 
Defendant  was  to  see  that  his  premises  were  not  otherwise 
than  in  their  ordinary  condition.  It  is  not  usual  in  a  sugar 
refinery  to  fence  a  shaft  used  as  this  was  ;  and  JErle,  C.  J., 

• 

m  summing  up  told  the  jury  that  it  must  have  been  as  well 
known  to  persons  employed  on  the  premises  as  the  top  of  a 
man  8  own  staircase.  The  accident  was  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  Plaintiff  in  not  following  the  guide  appointed 
to  accompany  him.     In  Soutlicote  v.  Stanley  (c),  the  decla- 

W  6  Ex.  752 ;  affirmed  iu  Error,  7  Ex.  460. 

W  7  H.  4r  N.  937.  (c)  1  H.  4-  JV.  247,  250. 
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1'866.  ration  was  held  to  disclose  no  cause  of  action.  It  alleged 
Indermaur  ^^^^  ^^^  Defendant  was  possessed  of  an  hotel,  into  which 
Dames.  ^^  ^^^  invited  the  Plaintiff  to  come  as  a  visitor,  and  in 
which  there  was  a  glass-door,  which  it  was  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff  to  open  for  the  purpose  of  leaving  the  hotel, 
and  that  by  the  carelessness  of  the  Defendant  the  door  was 
in  a  dangerous  condition  and  unfit  to  be  opened,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  wounded  by  a  piece  of  glass  which  fell 
from  it  as  he  was  opening  the  door  for  the  purpose  of  leaving. 
The  judgment  in  that  case  establishes  that  the  same  prin- 
ciple which  applies  to  the  liability  of  a  master  to  his  servant 
for  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant, 
applies  to  the  case  of  a  visitor  at  a  house.  •  [Ef^le,  C.  J. 
A  guest  becomes  part  of  the  host's  family.  Smith,  J. 
The  Plaintiff  in  Hounsell  v.  Smyth  (a)  was  neither  em- 
ployed upon  the  premises  of  the  Defendant  nor  invited 
there.]  In  Sullivan  v.  Waters  (h),  the  decisions  are  col- 
lected and  reviewed,  and  the  case  is  a  strong  authority  in 

• 

favour  of  the  Defendant  here.  The  action  there  was  brought 
by  an  administratrix  under  Lord  CamphelFs  Act;  and  it 
appears  from  the  facts  alleged  in  the  summons  and  plaint, 
that  the  deceased  was  employed  by  the  Defendants  in 
their  distillery,  and  by  their  licence  slept  in  a  lofl  con- 
nected with  it;  and  that  his  death  was  caused  by  falling 
through  an  aperture  in  the  floor  of  the  loft  whilst  passing 
along  it  in  pursuance  of  the  licence.  It  was  there  held,  on 
demurrer,  that  the  summons  and  plaint  disclosed  neither  a 
contract  nor  a  duty  binding  on  the  Defendants  to  guard  or 
light  the  aperture ;  and  that  the  mere  licence,  given  by  the 
owner  in  that  case,  to  enter  and  use  premises,  threw  no  obliga- 
tion upon  him  to  guard  the  licensee  against  danger.  Pigot, 
C.  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  there  says, 
at  p.  466,  "  How  far  the  owner  of  premises,  who  gives  to 
another  person  licence  to  enter  and  use  them,  is  answerable 

(fl)  7  C.  B.,  N,  S.  731.  (b)  14  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  460. 
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for  negligence  id  not  guarding  from  danger  existing  on  the        1866. 

the  premises,  the  person  to  whom  he  gives  such  licence,  is    Indbrmaur 

not  very  clearly  defined  by  the  decisions  which  have  been       damei. 

made  on  questions  of  this  nature.     A  distinction  seems 

however  to  have  been  taken  between  the  case  of  a  person 

who  enters  and  uses  the  owner's  premises  by  the  owner's 

express  invitation,  or  as  a  customer  who,  as  one  of  the 

public,  is  induced  by  the  owner  to  come  to  his  premises  for 

the  purposes  of  business  carried  on  by  the  owner  there, 

^^  the  one  side;  and,  on  the  other,  the  case  of  a  mere 

visitor  or  guest,  invited  or  uninvited,  or  of  a  person  who 

has  a  mere  licence  to  go  upon  the  premises  of  the  owner, 

The  first  class  of  cases  comprises  those  of  Corby  v.  Hill  (a) 

and  Chapman  v.  Rothwell  (b) ;   to  which  may  be  added, 

^ollagher  v.  Humphrey  (c).     In  the  second  we  find  South- 

^^  V.  Stanley  (d),  Hounsell  v.  Smyth  (c),  Bolch  v.  Smith  (/) 

and  Wilkinson  v.  Fairrie'*  {ff) ;  and  at  p.  475,  the  Chief 

iiaron,  having  reviewed  a  multitude  of  cases,  says,  "  From 

^ne  authorities,  in  their  present  state,  I  am  unable  to  extract 

such  general  test  or  rule"  (i.  e,  a  test  distinguishing  where 

^«e  owner  of  premises,  which  he  licenses  another  to  use, 

*nall^  and  where  he  shall  not,  incur  the  obligation  to  guard 

^^^  licensee  against  danger).     "  That  the  owner  may  incur 

s^ch  obligation  is  shown  by  some  of  the  decisions ;  that  in 

^auy  cases  he  will  not  is  shown  by  others.     This  however 

'^^^y*  I  think,  be  safely  laid  down  as  established  by  the 

a^cond  class  of  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred,  that  a 

"^^■"e  license,  given  by  the  owner,  to  enter  and  use  pre- 

^*s^8  which  the  licensee  has  full  opportunity  of  inspecting, 

^'^icsh  contain  no    concealed   cause   of  mischief,   and  in 

'*'*^^^h  any  existing  cause  of  mischief  is  apparent,  creates 

'^^     «uch  obligation  in  the  owner.     Such  is  the  case  pre- 

'^•^ted  by  this  summons  and  plaint."     Neither  a  contract 

^•*)  4  C.  B.,  N,S.  556.  (b)  E.  B.  4-  E.  168. 

^c)  10  W,  R.  664 ;  5.  C,  6  L.  T.  684,  N,  S. 
Cc^)  \  H.Sf  N.  247.  (J)  7  H.  4-  JV.  736. 

^«)  7  C.  B^  N.  S,  731.  (g)  1  H,  4  C.  633. 
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nor  a  duty  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  here.  [^Smiih^  J.  The 
duty  is  to  be  implied  from  the  facts  stated.]  In  Wilkinmm 
V.  Fairrie{a),  the  facts  relied  upon  for  the  Plaintiff  as 
raising  a  duty  were  as  strong  as  here.  In  Bolch  v.  SmU/i(b) 
it  was  held  that  a  government  contractor,  who  had  been  per* 
mitted  to  erect  a  revolving  shaft  in  a  dockyard  and  erected 
it  across  a  path  which  the  workmen  were  allowed  to  use, 
was  not  liable  for  injury  to  a  workman  who  stbmbled  over 
ity  since  the  contractor  was  under  no  obligation  to  fence  the 
shaft,  and,  having  fenced  it,  the  defect  in  the  fencing  was 
apparent  [Willes,  J.,  referred  to  Toomey  v.  Tlie  London^ 
Brighton  and  South  Coast  Railway  Company  {c)^]  Sup- 
posing the  Plaintiff  not  to  have  been  a  mere  licensee,  but 
to  have  been  upon  the  premises  as  the  servant  of  Duckham, 
still  as  he  was  employed  by  the  Defendant,  the  position  of  the 
Plaintiff  here  was  analogous  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff  in  Sey* 
mour  V.  Maddox  {d).  There  in  an  action  against  the  owner 
of  a  theatre  by  a  chorus  singer,  who  fell  through  a  hole  in  the 
floor  under  the  stage,  the  declaration  was  held  bad  in  arrest 
of  judgment.  At  p.  332,  jErfe,  J.,  says,  **  The  allegation  of 
duty  is  an  allegation  of  mere  matter  of  law;  and  it  is  neces- 
sary to  state  facts  from  which  the  duty  which  is  charged  to 
he  broken  arises.  If  the  facts  are  insufficient  for  this  purpose, 
the  allegation  of  duty  will  not  help.  Here  it  is  stated  that 
the  Defendant  held  a  theatre  &c.  *  *  and  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  Defendant  to  light  the  floor  sufficiently,  so  as  to 
prevent  accidents  to  those  who  had  to  pass  along  it.  Was  any 
such  duty  cast  upon  the  Defendant  ?  I  think  not.  A  person 
must  make  his  own  choice  whether  he  will  accept  employ- 
ment on  premises  in  this  condition ;  and,  if  he  do  accept 
such  employment,  he  must  also  make  his  own  choice  whe- 
ther he  will  pass  along  the  floor  in  the  dark  or  carry  a 
light  If  he  sustain  injury  in  consequence  of  the  pre- 
mises not  being  lighted,  he  has  no  right  of  action  against 
the  master  who  has  not  contracted  that  the  floor  shall  be 


(fl)  \  H.^  C.  633. 
(6)  7  H.^N.  736. 


(f)  3  C.  B.,  N.  S.  146. 
Id)  16  Q.  B.  326. 
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lighted."    As  between  a  seaman  and  the  shipowner,  there        1H66. 
is  no  warranty  that  the  ship  is  seaworthy :  Couch  v.  Steel  (a),    Indbrmaur 
Neither  is  the  owner  of  a  carriage  responsible  to  his  servant       Dameb. 
for  injury  arising  from  imperfection  in  the  carriage  unknown 
to  the  master,  or  in  the  mode  of  loading  or  conducting  it : 
Prititiey  v.  Fowler  (6).    Farrant  v.  Barnes  (c)  was  decided 
opoo  the  ground  stated  in  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  p.  563, 
that  as  matter  of  legal  duty,  a  person  who  gives  another 
dangerous  goods  to  carry,  which  are  likely  in  the  absence 
of  more  than  ordinary  caution  to  injure  persons  handling 
them,  is  bound  to  give  notice  of  their  dangerous  character 
to  the  carrier.     The  illustration  there  given  is  the  instance 
of  a  merchant  putting  on  board  a  ship  goods  liable  to  spon- 
taneous combustion ;  and  Brass  v.  Maitland  (d)  and  ^tV- 
iiflM  ?.  The  East  India  Company  (e)  are  cited.      But  in 
those  cases  the  duty  cast  upon  the  shipper  is  ex  contractu. 
In  Clarke^  App.  v.  Holmes,  Resp.  (/),  the  Plaintiff  was 
injured  in  consequence  of  machinery  which  he  was  em- 
ployed to  oil,  and  which  was  fenced  when  he  entered  the 
service  of  the  Defendant,  being  allowed  to  remain  unfenced 
'^fter  the  fencing  had  become  broken,  and  the  Plaintiff 
had  complained  cf  its  dangerous  condition  to  the  Defend- 
f^nt,and  he  had  promised  to  have  the  fencing  restored ;  and 
^^^6  Exchequer    Chamber    held,  affirming  the  judgment 
l^'ow,  that   the   Defendant  was   liable.      But  there  the 
declaration  was  originally  founded  upon  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  fence  the  machinery  under  the  statutes  7  &  8 
^^'  c.  15,  and  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  38;  and,  though  all  the 
•'odges  concur   in  the  judgment  for   the   Plaintiff,  they 
^  Qot  concur  in  the  reasons  on  which  it  is  founded. 

Cur.  adv,  vuU. 

*  he  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
^    '^*l*LB8,  J.    This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
J^nes  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  falling  down  a  shaft  at  the 

rl^  ^  -^  *  B.  402.  (d)  6  E.  4  B.  470. 

J  ^  3   Af.  *  W.  1.  (f)  3  Eatt,  192. 

^^^  lie.  B.,  N.  S.  553.  {f)1  H.Sf  N.  937. 
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1866.       Defendant's  place  of  business,  through  the  actionable  ncg- 

Indermaur   ligence,  as  it  was  alleged,  of  the  Defendant  and  his  servants. 

Dames.  ^^  ^^®  '"^'  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  at  the  sittings 

here  after  Michaelmas  Term,  the  PlaintiflPhad  a  verdict  for 

400/.  damages,  subject  to  leave  reserved. 

A  rule  was  obtained  by  the  Defendant  in  last  term  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  for  a  new 
trial  because  of  the  verdict  being  against  the  evidence. 

That  rule  was  argued  last  term  before  Erle^  C.  J., 
Keating  and  Smith,  J  J.,  and  myself,  when  we  took  time 
to  consider. 

It  appears  that  the  Defendant  was  a  sugar  refiner,  at 
whose   place   of  business   there    was   a   shaft    4   feet    3 
inches  square  and  29  feet  3  inches  deep,  used  for  moving 
sugar.    The  shaft  was  necessary,  usual  and  proper  in  the  way 
of  the  Defendant's  business.     Whilst  it  was  in  use,  it  was 
necessary  and  proper  that  it  should  be  open  and  unfenced. 
When  it  was  not  in  use  it  was  sometimes  necessary,  with 
reference  to  ventilation,  that  it  should  be  open.     It  was 
not  necessary  that  it  should  when  not  in  use  be  unfenced, 
and   it  might   then  without   injury  to  the  business  have 
been   fenced  by  a  rail.     Whether  it  was  usual   to  fence 
similar  shafts  when  not  in  use  did  not  distinctly  appear, 
nor  is  it  very  material,  because  such  protection  was  unques- 
tionably proper,  in  the  sense  of  reasonable,  with  reference 
to  the  safety  of  persons  having  a  right  to  move  about  upon 
the  floor  where  the  shaft  in  fact  was,  because  in  its  nature 
it  formed  a  pitfal  there.     At  the  time  of  the  accident  it  was 
not  in  use  and  it  was  open  and  uu fenced.     The  Plaintiff 
was  a  journeyman  gastitter,  in  the  employ  of  a  patentee,  who 
had  supplied  the  Defendant  with  his  patent  gas  regulator,  to 
be  paid  for  upon  the  terms  that  it  effected  a  certain  saving; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  such  saving  had 
been  effected,  the  Plaintiff's  employer  required  to  test  the 
action  of  the  regulator.     He  accordingly  sent  the  Plaintiff 
to  the  Defendant's  place  of  business  for  that  purpose,  and 
whilst  the  Plaintiff  was  engaged  upon  the  floor  where  the 
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shaft  was,  he,  under  circumstances  as  to  which  the  evidence        1866. 
was  conflicting,  but  accidentally,  and,  as  the  jury  found,    jndermaur 
without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part,  fell  down  the  ^* 

shaft  and  was  seriously  hurt. 

It  was  argued  that,  as  the  Defendant  had  objected  to 
the  PlaintifPs  working  at  the  place  upon  a  former  oc- 
casion, he  could  not  be  considered  as  having  been  in 
the  place  with  the  Defendant's  leave  at  the  time  of  the 
accident,  but  the  evidence  did  not  establish  a  peremptory 
or  absolute  objection  to  the  Plaintiflf's  being  employed  so 
as  to  make  the  sending  of  him  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
accident  any  more  against  the  Defendant's  will  than  the 
sending  of  any  other  workman,  and  the  employment  and 
the  implied  authority  resulting  therefrom  to  test  the  appa- 
ratus were  not  of  a  character  involving  personal  preference 
(diUctus  persona),  so  as  to  make  it  necessary  that  the  pa- 
tentee should  himself  attend.  It  was  not  suggested  that 
the  work  was  not  journeyman's  work. 

It  was  also  argued  that  the  Plaintiff  was  at  best  in  the 
condition  of  a  bare  licensee  or  guest,  who,  it  was  urged, 
^  only  entitled  to  use  the  place  as  he  finds  it,  and  whose 
complaint  may  be  said  to  wear  the  colour  of  ingratitude  so 
long  as  there  is  no  design  to  injure  him  (see  Hounsell  v. 
Smith{a)).  We  think  this  argument  fails,  because  the 
opacity  in  which  the  Plaintiff  was  there  was  that  of  a 
person  on  lawful  business  in  the  course  of  fulfilling  a 
contract  in  which   both  he   and  the   Defendant  had  an 

• 

interest,  and  not  upon  bare  permission.  No  sound  dis- 
"nction  was  suggested  between  the  case  of  the  servant  and 
thecaseof  the  employer,  if  he  had  thought  proper  to  go  in 
person ;  nor  between  the  case  of  a  person  engaged  in  doing 
the  work  for  the  Defendant  pursuant  to  his  employment, 
■nd  that  of  a  person  testing  the  work  which  he  had  stipu- 
wtedwith  the  Defendant  to  be  paid  for  if  it  stood  the  test; 
whereby  impliedly  the  workman  was  to  be  allowed  an 
onstand  to  apply  that  test  and  reasonable  opportunity  for 

(«)  7  C.  B.,  N,  S.  731. 
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1866.        doing  so.     Any  duty  to  enable  the  workman  to  do  the 
Imdbrmaue    work  in  safety  seems  equally  to  exist  during  the  accessory 
"•  employment  of  testing,  and  any  duty  to  provide  for  the 

safety  of  the  master  workman  seems  equally  owing  to 
the  servant  workman  whom  he  may  lawfully  send  in  his 
place.  It  is  observable  that  in  the  case  of  Southcote  ▼. 
Stanley  (a),  upon  which  much  reliance  was  properly  placed 
for  the  Defendant,  Aiderson,  B.,  p.  249,  drew  the  distinc- 
tion between  a  bare  licensee  and  a  person  coming  on  busi* 
nesp,  and  Bramwell,  B  ,  p.  250,  between  active  negligence 
in  respect  of  unusual  danger,  known  to  the  host  and  not 
to  the  guest,  and  a  bare  defect  of  construction  or  repair 
which  the  host  was  only  negligent  in  not  finding  out  or 
anticipating  the  consequence  of. 

There  is  considerable  resemblance,  though  not  a  strict 
analogy,  between  this  class  of  cases  and  those  founded  upon 
the  rule  as  to  voluntary  loans  and  gifts,  that  there  is  no 
remedy  against  the  lender  or  giver  for  damage  sustained 
from  the  loan  or  gift,  except  in  cases  of  unusual  danger 
known  to  and  concealed  by  the  lender  or  giver  :  MacCarthy 
V.  Youny  (6).  The  case  of  the  carboy  of  nitric  acid  (c)  wag 
one  in  which  this  Court  held  answerable  the  bailor  of  an 
unusually  dangerous  chattel,  the  quality  of  which  he  knew 
but  did  not  tell  the  bailee  who  did  not  know  it,  and  who, 
as  a  proximate  consequence  of  his  not  knowing  and  with- 
out any  fault  on  his  part,  suffered  damage. 

The  cases  referred  to  as  to  the  liability  for  accidents  to 
servants  and  persons  employed  in  other  capacities  in  a 
business  or  profession  which  necessarily  and  obviously 
exposes  them  to  danger,  as  in  Seymour  v.  Maddox  (rf),  also 
have  their  special  reasons.  The  servant  or  other  person  so 
employed  is  supposed  to  undertake  not  only  all  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  employment  into  which  he  enters,  but  also  all 
extraordinary  risks  which  he  knows  of  and  thinks  proper 

(a)  1  H.  4^  iV.  247.  (6)  6  H.  4*  A'.  329. 

(f )  TaTvani  v.  harnti,  1 1  C.  B.,  iST.  S.  553. 
\d)  16  Q.  £.  326. 
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to  incor,  including  those  cansed  by  the  misconduct  of  his        1866. 

fellow  Bervants ;  not,  however,  including  those  which  can    inDBiiiiAuii 

be  traced  to  mere  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  master.        Damb*. 

In  the  case  of  a  statutory  duty  to  fence,  even  the  knowledge 

and  reluctant  submission  of  the  servant  who  has  sustained 

an  injury  are  held  to  be  only  elements  in  determining  whether 

there  has  been  contributory  negligence.     How  far  this  is 

the  law  between  master  and  servant,  where  there  is  danger 

known  to  the  servant  and  no  statute  for  his  protection,  we 

need  not  now  consider,  because  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case 

was  not  a  servant  of  the  Defendant  but  the  servant  of  the 

patentee.    The  question  was  adverted  to  but  not  decided 

in  CUtrhf  App.  r.  Holmes,  Resp. (a);  and  see  Bolch  v. 

Smith  (b). 

The  authorities  respecting  guests  and  other  bare  licensees, 
and  those  respecting  servants  and  others  who  consent  to 
hicur  the  risk,  being  therefore  inapplicable,  we  are  to  con- 
sider what  is  the  law  as  to  the  duty  of  the  occupier  of  a 
building  with  reference  to  persons  resorting  thereto  in  the 
oourse  of  business,  upon  his  invitation,  express  or  implied. 
The  common  case  is  that  of  a  customer  in  a  shop,  but  it 
is  obvious  that  this  is  only  one  of  a  class,  for  whether  the 
c^ustomer  is  actually  chafiering  at  the  time,  or  actually  buys 
or  not,  he  is,  according  to  an  undoubted  course  of  authority 
Ci.nd  practice,  entitled  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  by 
Xhe  occupier  to  prevent  damage  from  unusual  danger  of 
^hich  the  occupier  knows  or  ought  to  know,  such  as  a  trap 
cioor  left  open  unfenced  and  unlighted  :  Parnaby  v.  Xan* 
cotter  Canal  Company {c);  per  cur.  in  Chapman  v.  Roth- 
ace//(d),  where  Southcote  v.  Stanley (e)  was  cited;  and  the 
liord  Chief  Justice,  then  Erie,  J.,  said,  p.  170,  "  the  distinc* 
tioh  is  between  the  case  of  a  visitor  (as  the  Plaintiff  was  in 
Southcote  V.  Stanley),  who  must  take  care  of  himself,  and  a 

(a)  1  H.Sf  N.  937.  (d)  E,  B.  4"  E.  168. 

(b)7  H  Sf  N.  736.  (e)  \  H,  ^  N.  247. 

(c)  U  Jd,^  EL  223. 
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1866.  customer,  who,  as  one  of  the  public,  is  invited  for  the  pur- 
Inderm AUR  poses  of  business  carried  on  by  the  Defendant."  This  pro- 
Dames.  tection  does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  of  a  contract  being 
entered  into  in  the  way  of  the  shopkeeper's  business  during 
the  stay  of  the  customer,  but  upon  the  fact  that  tlie  cus- 
tomer has  come  into  the  shop  in  pursuance  of  a  tacit  invita- 
tion given  by  the  shopkeeper  with  a  view  to  business  which 
concerns  him.  And  if  a  customer  were,  after  buying  goods, 
to  go  back  to  the  shop  in  order  to  complain  of  the  quality, 
or  that  the  change  was  not  right,  he  would  be  just  as  much 
there  upon  business  which  concerned  the  shopkeeper,  and 
as  much  entitled  to  protection  during  this  accessory  visit, 
though  it  might  not  be  for  the  shopkeeper's  benefit,  as 
during  the  principal  visit,  which  was.  And  if  instead  of 
going  himself  he  were  to  send  his  servant,  the  servant 
would  be  entitled  to  the  same  consideration  as  the  master. 

The  class  to  which  the  customer  belongs  includes  persons 
who  go  not  as  mere  volunteers,  or  licensees,  or  guests,  or 
servants,  or  persons  whose  employment  is  such  that  danger 
may  be  considered  as  bargained  for,  but  who  go  upon 
business  which  concerns  the  occupier,  and  upon  his  invi- 
tation express  or  implied. 

And  with  respect  to  such  a  visitor  at  least  we  consider 
it  settled  law,  that  he  using  reasonable  care  on  his  part  for 
his  own  safety  is  entitled  to  expect  that  the  occupier  shall 
on  his  part  use  reasonable  care  to  prevent  damage  from 
unusual  danger  of  which  he  knows  or  ought  to  know ;  and 
that  where  there  is  evidence  of  neglect,  the  question  whether 
such  reasonable  care  has  been  taken  by  notice,  lighting, 
guiding  or  otherwise,  and  whether  there  was  contributory 
negligence  in  the  sufferer,  must  be  determined  by  a  jury  as 
matter  of  fact 

In  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Fairrie  (a),  relied  upon  for 
the  Defendant,  the  distinction  was  pointed  out  between 
ordinary   accidents,  such  as   falling   down   stairs,   which 

1  H.  4  C.  633. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  261 

ought  to  be  imputed  to  the  carelessness  or  misfortune  of       1866. 
the  sufferer,  and  accidents  from  unusual  covert  danger,  such    Indermau» 
as  that  of  falling  down  into  a  pit.  Damei. 

It  was  ably  insisted  for  the  Defendant,  that  he  could  only 
be  bound  to  keep  his  place  of  business  in  the  same  con- 
dition as  other  places  of  business  of  the  like  kind  according 
to  the  best  known  mode  of  construction,  and  this  argument 
seems  conclusive  to  prove  that  there  was  no  absolute  duty  to 
prevent  danger,  but  only  a  duty  to  make  the  place  as  little 
dangerous  as  such  a  place  could   reasonably  be,  having 
regard  to  the  contrivances  necessarily  used  in  carrying  on 
the  business;  but  we  think  the  argument  is  inapplicable  to 
the  facts  of  this  case,  first,  because  it  was  not  shown,  and 
probably  could  not  be,  that  there  was  any  usage  never  to 
fence  shafts;  secondly,  because  it  was  proved  that  when 
the  shaft  was  not  in  use  a  fence  mi»>ht  be  resorted  to  with- 
out inconvenience,  and  no  usage  could  -establish  that  what 
was  in  fact  unnecessarily  dangerous  was  in  law  reasonably 
safe  as  against  persons  towards  whom  there  was  a  duty  to 
&e  careful. 

Having  fully  considered  the  notes  of  the  Lord  Chief 

Justice,  we  think  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the 

F^laintiff  was  in  the  place  by  the  tacit  inviiation  of  the  De- 

Heiidant,  upon  business  in  which  he  was  concerned;  that 

tbcre  was  by  reason  of  this  shaft  unusual  danger  known  to 

the  Defendant;  that  the  Plaintiff*  sustained  damages  by 

r^38on  of  that  danger,  and  of  the  neglect  of  the  Defendant 

^'^^i  his  servants  to  use  reasonably  sufficient  means  to  avert 

oi"  Warn  him  of  it;  and  we  cannot  say  that  the  proof  of 

^contributory  negligence  was  so  clear  that  we  ought  on  that 

S^ound  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

•As  for  the  argument  that  the  Plaintiff  contributed  to 

'^"G  accident  by  not  following  his  guide,  the  answer  may  be 

"^t  the  guide,  knowing  the  place,  ought  rather  to  have 

^^ited  for  him  ;  and  this  point,  as  matter  of  fact,  is  set  at  rest 

h  the  verdict. 

▼ol.  I.— c.  p.  T 


i 
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1866.  For  these  reasons  we  think  there  was  evidence  of  a 

Indermaur  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  the  jury  were  pro- 
perly directed  ;  and  as  every  reservation  of  leave  to  enter 
a  nonsuit  carries  with  it  an  implied  condition  that  the 
Court  may  amend  if  necessary  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
raise  the  real  question,  leave  ought  to  be  given  to  the 
PlaintifTy  in  the  event  of  the  Defendant  desiring  to  appeal, 
or  to  bring  a  writ  of  error,  to  amend  the  declaration,  by 
stating  the  facfs  as  proved — in  effect  that  the  Defendant 
was  the  occupier  of  and  carried  on  business  at  the  place; 
that  there  was  a  shaft  dangerous  to  persons  in  the  place, 
which  the  Defendant  knew,  and  the  Plaintiff  did  not  know; 
that  he,  by  invitation  and  permission  of  the  Defendant, 
was  there  near  the  shaft  upon  business  of  the  Defendant^ 
in  the  way  of  his  own  craft  as  a  gasfitter,  for  hire,  &a 
stating  the  circumstances,  negligence,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  the  Plaintiff  was  injured.  The  details  of  the 
amendment  can,  if  necessary,  be  settled  at  Chambers. 

As  to  the  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment,  for  the  reasons 
already  given,  and  upon  condition  that  an  amendment  is  to 
be  made  if  and  when  required  by  the  Defendant,  it  will 
follow  the  fate  of  the  motion  to  enter  the  nonsuit. 

The  other  arguments  for  the  Defendant  to  which  we 
have  not  particularly  adverted  were  no  more  than  objec- 
tions to  the  verdict  as  being  against  the  evidence ;  and 
whatever  verdict  the  Court  might  have  pronounced,  bad 
the  decision  of  fact  been  with  them,  it  would  be  wrong  to 
grant  a  new  trial  upon  this  ground  without  a  reasonable 
expectation  that  another  jury  might  take  a  different  view  of 
the  facts ;  and,  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  does  not  express 
any  dissatisfaction  with  the  verdict,  the  rule  upon  this,  the 
only  remaining  ground,  must  also  be  discharged. 

Rule'discharged. 
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Stinson,  Appellant  v.  Browning,  Respondent.        February  9. 


The  lighting  of  a  fire  within  fifty  feet  of  the  centre  of  the  highway  is  not  an    Highway  Act, 
offence  within  statute  5  &  6  mil.  4,  c.  50,  z.  72,  unless  it  be  done  "to   5  ^^  6  WilL  4, 
the  injury  of  such  highway,  or  to  the  injury,  interruption,  or  personal  c.  60,  •.  72. 
danger  of  any  person  travelJing  thereon."  Making  afire 

within  fifty  feet 

CASE  staled  under  20  ^'  21  Vict.  c.  43 : —  qf  centre  qf 

This  was  an  information  preferred  by  one  of  the  clerks  '^  *^^' 
of  the  ReJditch  Highway  Board  against  George  Stinson^ 
for  that  he  on  the  10th  day  of  November,  1865,  at  the 
parish  of  Alvechurch^  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  unlaw- 
fully did  make  or  assist  in  making  a  certain  fire  within 
fifty  feet  of  the  centre  of  a  public  carriage-way  or  cart- 
way ihere  situate,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 
The  magistrates  convicted  the  Defendant  (the  now  Ap- 
pellant), and  at  his  request  stated  the  following  case:  — 

"It  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Complainant  that 
on  the  10th  November,  1865,  and  within  fifty  feet  of  the 
centre  of  a  certain  highway  in  the  parish  of  Alvechurch, 
»n  the  county  of  Worcester,  called  Icknield  Street,  namely, 
about  ten  feet  six  inches  from  the  centre  of  such  highway, 
the  Defendant  made  a  fire  and  afterwards  threw  an  apron 
full  of  wood  thereon ;  the  road  at  the  point  where  the  fire 
^8  made  being  only  twenty-one  feet  wide.  On  cross- 
examination  it  was  proved  that  the  road  was  not  much 
^hy  the  public,  and  the  Defendant,  when  he  made  the 
"^j  opened  a  lid  in  the  wall  of  his  premises,  and  put  the 
"fe  in  the  fire-hole,  and  closed  the  lid.  The  business  of 
*  wheelwright,  for  which  purpose  the  fire  was  used, 
*^d  been  carried  on  at  the  Defendant's  premises  for 
twenty  years  or  upwards.  It  was  contended  by  the  De- 
fendant's attorney,  that  the  statute  5  &  6  Wilt.  4,  c.  50, 

t2 
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1866. 

Stinson 

Browning. 


8.  72,  under  which  the  proceedings  were  taken,  had  refer- 
ence to  fires  made  only  by  hawkers,  higglers,  gipsies  or 
other  persons  travelling  on  the  road,  and  not  to  the  case 
of  a  fire  made  on  the  lii«»hway  by  any  person  for  the  pur- 
pose of  his  trade,  as  in  the  present  case,  in  which  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  fire  was  made  by 
the  Defendant  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade 
of  a  wheelwright,  which  he  had  followed  at  the  same 
premises  for  many  years.  Whereupon  we,  the  under- 
signed, did  adjudge  and  determine  that  the  Defendant  did 
on  the  day  named  in  the  said  information  make  a  fire  in 
a  fire-hole  attached  to  the  outride  of  his  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  his  business  of  a  wheelwright,  within  fifty  feet 
of  the  centre  of  the  said  highway  called  Icknield  Street^ 
and  which  fire  was  so  exposed  to  the  said  highway  as 
to  be  in  our  opinion  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  o 
the  said  statute,  and  we  convicted  the  Defendant  accord- 
ingly. If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  the  making  o 
the  fire  by  the  Defendant  was  a  nuisance  within  the  statute 
then  the  conviction  shall  be  confirmed ;  but  if  the  Cou 
be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  said  information  shal 
be  quashed." 


U,  Matthews  for  the  Appellant. — ^The  proceedings  i 
this  case  were  taken  under  the  72nd  section  of  th 
Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50.  The  first  part 
that  section  imposes  penalties  on  persons  wilfully  ridin 
upon  footpaths  by  the  side  of  any  road  intended  for  fi 
passengers,  or  driving  animals  or  conveyances  upon  su 
footpaths,  or  damaging  the  highway  in  any  particular, 
removing  or  defacing  mile-posts  and  banks.  Also  u 
any  hawker,  gipsey  or  other  person  travelling,  who  sh 
pitch  any  tent  or  booth  on  the  highway.  The  section  th 
proceeds,  "or  if  any  person  shall  make  or  assist  in 
any  fire,  or  shall  wantonly  fire  off  any  gun  or  pistol, 


Browning. 
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shall  set  fire  to  or  wantonly  let  off  or  throw  any  squib,        1866. 

rocket,  serpent,  or  other  firework  whatsoever,  within  fifty      ~ 

f       I   ,  .  Stinson 

feet  of  the  centre  of  such  carriage  way  or  cart  way ;  or  ©. 

bait,  or  run  for  the  purpose  of  baiting,  any  bull  upon  or 
near  any  highway ;  or  shall  lay  any  timber,  stone,  hay, 
straw,  dung,  manure,  lime,  soil,  ashes,  rubbish,  or  other 
matter  or  thing  whatsoever  upon  such  highway,  to  the 
*yry  ^f  *^^'*  highway,  or  to  the  injury,  interruption^  or 
personal  danger  of  any  person  travelling  thereon  ;  or  shall 
snffer  any  filth,  dirt,  lime,  or  other  offensive  matter  or  thing 
whatsoever  to  run  or  flow  into  or  upon  any  highway  from 
any  house,  &c.  adjacent  thereto ;  or  shall  in  any  way  wil- 
fully obstruct  the  free  passage  of  any  such  highway;" 
every  person  so  offending  shall  for  each  offence  pay  any 
8um  not  exceeding  forty  shillings   over   and   above   the 
damages  occasioned    thereby.     The  question   is  whether 
^e  act  of  the  Appellant  is  an  offence  within  the  terms, 
If  any  person    shall   make    or   assist  in    muking   any 
^c    .    .     .     .     within  fifty  feet  of  the  centre  of  such 
^^riage  way  or  cart  way  V     That  clause  is  qualified  by 
*^^  subsequent  words,  "  to  the  injury  of  such  highway, 
^^  to  the  injury,  interruption  or  personal  danger  of  any 
'^'^on  travelling  thereon,''  which   must  be  taken  as  ap- 
^*ying  to  all  preceding  words  in  the  clause.     Here  it  is 
^^t  stated  that  the  fire  in   question  had    such  injurious 
^'^t      [  Willes,  J.     What  do  you  say  to  the  clause  as  to 
^^ll-baiting  ?]     Little  evidence  would  be  required  to  prove 
nger  to  any  one  using  the  highway  in  such  a  case,  and 
I^rhaps  110  evidence   would   be  required,  for  the  danger 
^Ould  be  assumed  to  exist.     This  fire  has  been  lighted  for 
^*^^ny  years,  and  if  it  comes  within  the  meaning  of  this 
^ct,  then  a  fire  in  a  sitting-room  within  fifty  feet  from  the 
^^titre  of  the  hi2:hway  is  also  prohibited.     The  121st  section 
^^  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  enumerates 
offences  of  a  like  nature  to  those  in  the  Highway  Act;  but 
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1866,  in  addition  to  the  penalties  imposed  in  such  cases,  it 
Stinson  imposes  a  penalty  where  "  a  blacksmith  or  other  person, 
Browning  occupiers  of  a  blacksmith's  shop  situate  near  any  turnpike 
road,  and  having  a  window  or  windows  fronting  the  said 
road,  shall  not  by  good  and  close  shutters  every  evening  after 
it  becomes  twilight,  bar  and  prevent  the  light  from  such  shop 
shining  into  or  upon  the  said  road."  That  clause  appears 
to  have  been  purposely  left  out  in  the  Highway  Act,  the 
reason  for  inserting  it  in  the  Turnpike  Act  being  no  doubt 
that  those  roads  are  the  great  arteries  of  communication. 
These  words  are  followed  by  a  clause  relating  to  the 
making  of  bonfires  within  eighty  feet  of  the  centre  of  the 
road,  and  that  is  the  kind  of  fire  contemplated  in  the  72nd 
section  of  the  Highway  Act. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Respondent. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  should 
be  reversed.  The  precise  point  before  us  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  magistrates. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  clause  imposing  a  penalty  on 
lighting  a  fire  within  50  feet  of  the  centre  of  the  highway 
is  qualified  by  the  subsequent  words,  *'  to  the  injury  of  such 
highway,  or  to  the  injury,  interruption,  or  personal  danger 
of  any  person  travelling  thereon ;"  and  I  think  that  it  is. 
The  offences  enumerated  in  that  part  of  the  section  are  not 
offences  per  se,  but  only  when  committed  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. It  may  be  suggested  that  if  the  latter  words 
override  the  clause,  then  the  Act  is  vain,  because  if  a  fire 
be  made  under  the  circuitistances  stated  it  might  be  a 
nuisance  at  common  law,  for  which  an  indictment  would 
lie,  and  so  of  the  other  provisions.  But  that  part  of  the 
section  must  be  read,  not  as  creating  the  offences  but  as 
dealing  with  nuisances  when  committed  in  the  manner  there 
specified.  This  is  the  reasonable  and  grammatical  con- 
struction of  the  clause  in  question.     The  first  part  of  the 
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sectioQ  deals  with  substantive  offences,  and  as  to  these 
tliere  is  an  absolute  prohibition,  but  all  that  follows  the 
vrords  ^*  if  any  person  shall  make  or  assist''  is  qualified  by 
the  words  "to  the  injury  of  the  highway,  &c."  The 
nmgistrates  not  having  found  that  the  fire  in  this  case 
was  of  such  a  nature,  the  conviction  must  be  reversed. 
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K&4TINQ,  J.,  concurred. 


Conviction  quashed. 


Catterall  v.  Hindle. 

^  Haiatiff  employed  B.  as  del  credere  agent  to  sell  his  yams,  and  he  sold 
*otne  occasionally  to  the  Defendant,  v^ho  paid  cash  on  delivery.  The 
I^efendant  then  at  B.*i  request  advanced  him  1,000/.  for  yarns  to  be 
*uWquently  delivered ;  part  of  the  yarns  afterwards  supplied  under 
the  contract  were  K.*i  "  twist,"  and  the  remainder  the  Plaintiff's,  to 
the  amount  of  274/.,  which  li,  failed  to  pay  the  Plaintiff.  In  an  action 
hrought  to  recover  that  sum  from  the  Defendant,  the  jury  found  that 
the  1,000/.  was  paid  **  on  a  general  account,"  and  not  specifically  for 

jj    Jt.'*  **  twist." 

^'^»  that  the  advance  to  B.  was  not  a  payment  as  against  the  Plaintiff, 
^tid  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 

^pHlS    was   an  action  brought  to    recover  the  sum  of 
274/.  7s.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     The  pleas 

'^^''^  never  indebted  and  payment. 

^t  the  trial  before  Smith,  J.,  at  the  Lancaster  Summer 
^^i^es  the  facts  appeared  to  be  that  the  Plaintiff,  who 
^^^s  under  the  name  of  "  Paul  Catterall,  Son  Sp  Co.,'' 
^^^  a  cotton  spinner  at  Preston,  and  employed  one 
^fo^/ttia  Armitage,  a  commission  agent  at  Blackburn,  to 
*^'*    yams  on  his  account  upon  a  del  credere  commission- 

w  l>roker.    The  Defendant,  a  manufacturer  at  Blackburn, 

^ding  under  the  name  of  *' Edward  Briggs^  Co.,''  dealt 
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Prepay  to  agem 
on  **  general 
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debtor  (^  both 
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with  Armitage  in  purchasing  from  him,  as  agent  for  the 
Plaintiff  and  others,  yarns  marked  with  the  initials  of  the 
parties  spinning  them.  Previous  to  the  14th  of  October^ 
1864,  he  had  purchased  from  Armitage  yarns  of  the  PJaia- 
tifT,  and  paid  for  them  in  cash,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
of  any  other  mode  of  payment  as  between  him  and  Armitage 
before  that  date.  On  that  day  the  account  between  them 
being  then  balanced,  Armitage  applied  to  the  Defendant 
for  a  loan  of  1,000/.,  which  the  Defendant  refused,  but 
agreed  to  advance  that  amount  for  the  purchase  at  an 
agreed  price  of  yarns  to  be  subsequently  delivered.  The 
Defendant  accordingly  paid  Armitage  on  that  day  l,000t, 
and  on  the  lOth  and  21st  of  October  deliveries  of  yarns  of 
one  Kershaw  to  the  amount  of  725/.  135.  were  made  by 
Armitage  on  account  of  the  advance.  On  the  24th  De^ 
cember  and  the  5th  of  January  following  he  delivered 
yarns  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the  value  of  521/.  14^.  6d,,  and  on 
the  11th  January  a  settlement  took  place  by  the  Defend- 
ant paying  to  Armitage  the  excess  beyond  the  1,000/.  in 
cash,  and  so  balancing  the  account  between  them  to  that 
date.  The  Plaintiff,  however,  was  not  paid  for  those  yarns 
by  Armitage,  who  soon  afterwards  became  bankrupt.  In 
taking  the  account  the  Defendant  debited  Armitage  not 
only  with  the  1,000/.,  but  also  with  interest  for  delay  in  the 
deliveries,  as  well  as  discount,  short  weights,  &c.  He  put 
to  his  credit  the  yarns  as  delivered  without  specifying  the 
makers,  but  he  knew  which  were  the  yarns  of  the  Plaintiffj^ 
and  that  Armitage  sold  them  as  agent.  The  jury  found 
that  the  1,000/.  was  advanced  to  Armitage  upon  a  general 
account  and  not  for  Kershatvs  yarns  specifically,  that 
being  the  only  question  the  parties  desired  to  be  so  left* 
The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  Defendant  upon  the  plea 
of  payment;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  Plaintiff  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  for  the  amount  he  claimed ; 
namely,  274/.  7«.|  or  for  such  other  sum  the  Court  might 
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think  fit,  if  the  transaction  between  the  Defendant  and 
Armitage  did  not  prove  to  be  a  payment  to  the  Plaintiff. 
A  rule  was  granted  accordingly  in  Michaelmas  Term  1865^ 
ttod,  in  the  same  term^ 


1866. 

Catterall 

9, 
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Temple  and  Edwards  showed  cause. — The  finding  of 
the  jury  entitles  the  Defendant  to  retain  his  verdict,  for  the 
payment  to  Armitage  on  the  general  account  was  a  pay- 
ment binding  on   his  principal.     The    Defendant  knew 
nothing  of  the  Plaintiff,  except  as  the  manufacturer  of  a 
particular  kind  of  twist;  his  dealing  was  with  Armifage, 
and  payment  to  him  as  agent  was  good  as  against  the 
principal,  though  made  prematurely :  Fish  v.  Kempton  (a). 
That  was  the  case  of  a  factor,  but  Armitage  was  very  nearly 
in  that  position  at  the  time  of  the  payment  on  the  general 
account.    Armitage  might  have  delivered  the  whole  of  the 
goods  on  which  the  money  was  advanced.     No  specific  time 
was  named  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  the  PlaintifTs 
and  Kershaw^s  twists  were  delivered  as  they  came  to  hand. 
''Payment  on  a  general  account*'  means  an  appropriation 
of  the  money  in  payment  of  the  goods  as  they  come  in  from 
time  to  time.     The  general  verdict  also  implies  that  the 
payment  was  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business: 
-farewcv.  Bennett  (b).     But  if  the  money  was  not  appro- 
priated at  the  time,  it  was  so  in  January,  when  it  was 
appropriated,  with  consent  of  both  Armitage  and  the  De- 
fendant, to  the  account  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant. 
*"C  Plaintiff,  therefore,  has  no  right  of  action  against  the 
Defendant. 

Kemphy  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  payment  in  this 
^*w,  whether  general  orspeciBc,  was  not  such  as  could  bind 
*e  Plaintiff.     On  the  14th  October  1,000/.  was  paid  to 


(•)  7  C.  P.  687,  692,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. 


{b)  1 1  EMt,  36. 


270 


HILARY  TERM. 


1866. 
Catterala 

9, 
HlNDLB. 


Armitage;  and  then  followed  two  deliveries  of  Kershaw* i 
yams.  Pausing  here,  can  it  be  said  that  at  that  time  then 
was  a  payment  to  the  Plaintiff?  If  Catterall  had  thei 
put  an  end  to  the  contract,  the  Defendant  could  have 
sued  Armitage  for  money  had  and  received,  but  he  could 
not  have  sued  Catterall.  Therefore,  at  that  time  the 
debt  was  not  from  Catterall.  [Willes,  J.  Suppose  the 
buyer  was  informed  that  the  goods  were  to  arrive  on  a 
particular  day,  and  that  he  gave  the  vendor's  agent  a 
cheque  on  that  day,  but  before  the  actual  arrival.]  The 
giving  of  a  cheque  to  an  agent  before  the  time  for  pay- 
ment has  arrived  is  no  payment  as  against  the  principal 
The  case  put  is  no  doubt  a  strong  one,  and  it  may  be 
that  the  payment  would  be  held  good  if  it  were  proved 
to  be  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  and  on  account 
of  the  principal.  Here  it  was  not  so,  and  it  is  clear  from 
the  fact  of  Armitage  being  charged  interest  that  at  the 
time  the  1,000/.  was  paid  nothing  was  due:  BartUtt  v. 
Pentland  (ja) ;  Stewart  v.  Aberdein{b).  A  debtor  cannot 
write  off  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  agent,  with  the  agent*! 
consent,  and  so  make  out  a  payment  to  the  principal :  Scoti 
V.  Irving  (c)  ;   Todd  v.  Reid{d). 

Then  was  the  settlement  in  January  binding  on  Catterah 
as  a  payment  to  him  ?  It  was  not,  because  the  balance  is 
only  arrived  at  by  bringing  in  debts  due  from  Armitagt 
himself.  The  effect  of  the  verdict  is,  that  there  was  a  general 
payment  as  between  the  Defendant  and  Armitage ;  but  the 
274/.  Is.  now  sued  for  is  a  debt  from  the  Defendant  to  the 
Plaintiff.  [JSrle,  C.  J.  Could  not  Catterall  have  been  sued 
for  a  non-delivery  ?]  Yes,  but  not  for  the  1,000/.  But 
even  assuming  that  the  274/.  7s.  was  paid  in  respect  of  the 
very  yarn,  still  it  was  not  a  payment  as  against  the  principal, 

(a)  10  B.  Sf  C.  760,  771-2,  per  Bai/lty,  J. 

(6)  4  M,Sf  W.2\\.  (f)  1  B.  l^  Ad.  605. 

(rf)  4  B.  4-  Aid.  210. 
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because  it  was  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.        1866* 
[WilleSf  J.,  referred  to  Underwood  v.  Nu:holls{a)J]  Catterall 

V. 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  ^indli. 

Kbating,  J.y  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court (i).  His  Lordship,  after  stating  the  facts  as  above, 
proceeded : — 

That  a  broker  or  agent  employed  to  sell  has,  priiwi/acic, 
no  authority  to  receive  payment  otherwise  than  according 
to  the  usual  course  of  business,  has  been  well  established  ; 
and  it  seems  equally  clear,  that  if  instead  of  paying  money 
the  debtor  writes  off  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  agent, 
such  a  transaction  is  not  payment  as  against  the  principal, 
who  is  no  party  to  the  agreement,  though  it  has  been  agreed 
to  by  the  agent :  see  the  judgments  of  Abbotl,  C.  J.,  in 
Uttssell  V.  Banff  ley  {c),  and  Todd  v.  Held  (rf),  the  authority 
of  which  last  case  upon  this  point  is  not  affected  by  the  cor- 
rection as  to  a  fact  by  Parke^  B.,  in  Stewart  v.  Aberdein{e). 
It  has  also  been  held  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Under^ 
^od  V.  Nicholls  (a),  that  the  return  to  the  agent  of  his 
cheque  cashed  for  him  by  the  debtor  a  few  days  before 
was  not  part  payment  as  against  the  principal.  It  "  amounts 
to  no  more,"  said  Jervis,  C.  J.,  "than  the  debtor  seek- 

• 

"^g  to  discharge  his  debt  to  the  principal  by  writing 
off  a  debt  due  to  him  fiom  the  agent;  which  he  has  no 
^o"t  to  do.**  We  think  the  present  case  the  same  in 
principle  with  Underwood  v.  Nicholls.  When  the  Plain- 
t»u  supplied  his  goods  on  24th  December  and  5th  January, 
Armitage  had  from  the  21st  of  the  preceding  October  been 
^n  debt  to  the  Defendant  to  the  amount  of  274/.  7&\,  being 
the  difference  between  the  amount  for  Kershaw* s  yarns  and 

<")  17  C.  h.  239,  244. 

<^)  f^le,  C.  J.,  H'i//«,  J.,  Bykt,  J.,  Keating,  J. 

W  4  B.  4-  Aid.  395,  398.  {d)  4  B.  4  Aid.  210,  211. 

^0  4^1.4  »',  211,  224. 
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the  1,000/.  advanced,  and  the  Defendant  so  treated  it  in  his 
own  account.  Now  the  only  way  in  which  the  goods  so 
supplied  were  ever  paid  fox  was  by  writing  off  the  amount 
from  the  1,000/.  and  paying  the  balance  in  money,  which 
is  precisely  what  was  decided  in  Underwood  v.  Nicholls  not 
to  be  a  good  payment  as  against  the  Plaintiff.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  usage 
or  course  of  business  that  would  at  all  make  it  so ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  evidence  showed  that  all  the  payments  for 
goods  delivered  before  and  after  the  transaction  in  question 
were  payments  in  money  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  that 
the  advance  of  the  1,000/.  was  an  isolated  and  exceptional 
transaction :  neither  was  there  any  proof  whatever  of  any 
ratification  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  at  once  repudiated  any 
authority  to  Armitaye  to  receive  payments  for  his  yams 
except  in  money. 

It  was  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant,  that 
the  advance  of  1,000/.  might  operate  as  a  prepayment, 
and  that  such  would  be  good,  and  for  this  he  cited  the 
dictum  of  Wilde,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Fish  v.  Kempton  (a). 
The  case  itself  only  decided  that  a  set-off  by  the  debtor  of 
a  debt  due  to  him  by  a  known  factor  would  not  be  good 
as  against  the  principal;  but  the  dictum  of  Wilde,  C.  J., 
was  referred  to  as  distinguishing  between  set-off  and  prepay 
ment,  and  suggesting  that  the  latter  would  have  been  good. 

It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  say  more  in  the  present 
case,  than  that  the  dictum  of  the  Chief  Justice  applied  to 
the  case  of  a  payment  to  the  factor  as  part  of  the  particular 
transaction,  and  which  the  principal  could  treat  at  the 
time  as  being  made  to  his  agent  for  him ;  whereas,  in  the 
present  case,  the  payment  was  not  made  on  account  of  the 
Plaintiff's  yarns,  so  as  that  the  Plaintiff  could  have  called 
upon  Armitaye  to  account  for  the  money,  1,000/.  or  any 
part  of  it,  as  received  to  his  use.  Had  he  done  so,  the 
answer  of  Armiiage  would  have  been  that,  although  a  pre- 

(a)  7  C.  B.  687,  692. 
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payment  in  which  the  Plaintiff  had  a  possible  interest^  yet^        1866. 

inasmuch  as  the  whole  might  have  been  exhausted  in  pay-    catterall 

ment  of  Kershaw's  or  other  yarns  of  the  agreed  quality, 

the  Plaintiff  would  have  no  right  to  treat  it  as  a  payment 

to  or  for  him  until  a  subsequent  act  of  appropriation,  which 

in  substance  is  nothing  more  than  writing  off  a  debt,  should 

take  place.     It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  express  any 

opinion  upon  that  dictum  as  to  the  law  or  usage  as  applied 

to  factors,  as  we  do  not  think  it  applies  to  the  present 

case. 

It  is  right  to  notice,  though  it  was  not  pressed  in  argu- 
ment as  creating  a  distinction,  that  Armltagp  acted  under  a 
tfc/ crerffre  commission  from  the  Plaintiff.  We  think  this 
makes  no  material  difference  as  to  the  question  raised  in 
the  case.  The  agent,  selling  upon  a  del  credere  commission, 
receives  an  additional  consideration  for  extra  risk  incurred, 
but  be  is  not  thereby  relieved  from  any  of  the  obligations 
of  an  ordinary  ageiR,  as  to  receiving  payments  on  account 
of  bis  principal. 

The  rule,  therefore,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff 
for  274/.  7*.  will  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


L 
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January  24.        Ablert,  Appellant  V,  Pritchard,  Respondent. 


General  Turn- 
pike  Act, 
8  Ceo,  4,  e.  126, 
M.  4,  32. 
Local  Act. 
Exemption  from 
toll  for  thresh' 
ing  machine. 
Repugnancy 
<fStatutet. 


The  General  Turnpike  Act,  sect.  32,  exempts  from  toll  *'  implementi  of 
husbandry,"  which  by  the  14  4"  15  riot.  c.  38,  s.  4,  includps  threshing 
machines ;  and  the  General  Act,  sect.  4,  directs  that  the  provisions,  mat- 
ters and  ihings  in  that  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  every  Turnpike 
Act  thereafter  to  be  passed,  except  as  to  *'  such  provisions,  matters  and 
things  as  shall  be  expressly  referred  to,  and  varied,  altered  or  repealed  " 
by  subsequent  legislation.  By  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  77,  *.  19,  the  powerf, 
authorities,  &c.  of  that  Act,  and  cf  the  General  Act,  are  incorporated 
with  every  Local  Turnpike  Act.  A  subsequent  Local  Turnpike  Act 
rendered  any  "  cart  or  waggon**  liable  to  toll,  and  by  the  interpretion 
clause  '*  cart  or  waggon"  was  declared  to  include  "  threshing  machines." 

Held,  that  the  provisions  of  the  General  Act  and  subsequent  Acts  exempting 
threshing  machines,  in  so  far  as  they  applied  to  tlie  district  comprised 
in  the  Local  Act,  were  repealed. 

A  T  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  Raglan^  for  the  divisioD 
of  Raglan^  in  the  county  of  Monmouth^  on  the 
28th  day  of  July  last,  an  informatioir  was  preferred  by 
Edtrard  Pritchard,  of  Raglan,  in  the  said  county,  farmer, 
hereinafter  called  the  Respondent,  against  Alarg  Ablert, 
hereinafter  called  the  Appellant,  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  charging  for  that  she  the  said 
Appellant  did,  on  the  16th  day  of  June  last,  at  the  parish 
of  Bryngwyn  aforesaid,  then  being  the  collector  of  the 
tolls  at  a  certain  gate  there  called  Cross  Buchan  Gate, 
on  a  certain  turnpike  road  there  situate  called  the  Aber- 
gavenny  Road,  then  and  there  demand  from  the  Respond- 
ent the  sum  of  35.  as  and  for  the  toll  of  a  steam  engine  and 
threshing  machine  of  which  the  Respondent  was  then  and 
there  the  driver  on  the  said  turnpike  road,  the  Respondent 
being  then  and  there  exempt  from  toll  by  reason  of  the 
same  steam  engine  and  threshing  machine  being  agricul- 
tural implements,  and  the  Respondent  then  and  there  duly 
claiming  such  exemption.  The  Appellant  was  convicted, 
and  the  following  case  was  stated  under  stat.  20  &  21 
Vict.  c.  43. 
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At  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was  proved  on  the        1866. 
part  of  the  Informant,  the  Respondent  in  this  appeal,  that       ablbrt 
on  the  16th  day  of  June,  1865,  tlie  Respondent  was  in  charge    pm^cHARD. 
of  a  threshing  machine  drawn  by  three  horses,  and  a  steam 
engine  also  drawn  by  three  horses,  belonging  to  James 
Pritchardf  of  Raglan  ironmonger;  that  the   Respondent 
was  taking  the  threshing  machine  and  steam  engine  from 
the  village  of  Raglan^  along  a  turnpike  road  belonging  to 
the  Abergavenny  turnpike  trustees,  and  called  the  Aber" 
gaoennjf  Road,  to  the  High  House  Farniy  to  be  there  used 
by  hire  for  the  purpose  of  threshing  corn;  that  the  Appel- 
lant was  then  the  collector  of  the  tolls  at  the  Cross  Buchan 
Gale,  which  is  situate  on  the  turnpike  road  aforesaid,  and 
that  on  the  Respondent  reaching  the  said  gate  the  Appel- 
lant demanded  and  took  from  him  a  toll  of  3^.,  the  Re- 
spondent then  and  there  claiming  exemption  from  toll  on 
the  ground  that  the  threshing  machine  and  steam  engine 
were  implements  of  husbandry. 

And  it  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that 
by  section  2  of  an  Act  passed  in  the  26th  year  of  the 
'*ign  of  her  present  Majesty,  entitled  The  Abergavenny 
Roads  Act,  1863,  it  was  enacted  (among  other  things) 
^at  the  word  "cart"  and  the  word  "waggon"  respec- 
tively should  mean  and  include  all  carls,  waggons,  wains, 
vans,  caravans,  drays,  timber  carriages,  drags,  sledges, 
and  other  such  vehicles,  by  whatsoever  name  known  re- 
spectively, adapted  or  used  for  the  conveyance  of  heavy 
articles,  and  threshing  machines,  and  other  heavy  wheeled 
vehicles:  and  that  by  section  17  of  the  said  Act  it  was 
enacted,  that  on  and  after  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864,  it 
™ould  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  demand  and  take,  or 
^use  to  be  demanded  and  taken  at  their  several  toll  gates, 
^^h  tolls  as  the  said  trustees  at  any  of  their  meetings 
•*^wld  direct,  not  exceeding  the  sums  following  (that  was 
*o  Bay  among  other  sums) — For  every  horse,  or  other 
"*^at,  drawing  any  waggon  or  cart  (except  waggons  or 
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1866,        carts  going  for  or  returning  laden  with  lime  only),  6d.; 
Ablert       and  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  trustees  held  on  the  23rd 
Pritchard.    ^^y  ^^  December,  1863,  it  was  resolved  that  the  maximum 
tolls  authorized  to  be  taken  by  the  Abergavenny  Roads  Act, 
1863,  should  be  demanded  and  taken  from  and  after  the 
1st  day  of  January^  1864.      And  it  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  the  Appellant  that,  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act  and 
the  meeting  aforesaid,  the  Respondent  was  liable  to  pay 
the  toll  so  demanded  and  taken  as  aforesaid.     But  it  wa^ 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  Informant,  the  Respondent, 
that,  by  virtue  of  the  32nd  section  of  the  General  Turnpike 
Act  3  Geo,  4,  c.  126,  the  4th  section  of  the   14  &  15 
Vict,  c,  38,  entitled  "An  Act  to  facilitate  Arrangements 
for  the  Relief  of  Turnpike  Trusts,  and  to  make  certain 
Provisions  respecting  Exemptions  from  Tolls,"  and    the 
6th  section  of  the    16  &  17   Vict.  c.  135,  entitled  "An 
Act  to  continue  certain  Turnpike  Acts  in  Great  Britain^ 
and  to  make  further  Provisions  concerning  Turnpike  Roads 
in  England"  horses  drawing  a  threshing  machine  and  the 
steam  engine  to  be   employed  in  working  the  threshing 
machine  are  exempted  from  tolls:  And  further,  that  inas- 
much as  by  the  4th  section  of  the  General  Turnpike  Act, 
after  reciting  that  it  was  of  great  importance   that  one 
uniform   system   should   be  adhered   to   in   the   laws  for 
regulating  the  management  and  maintenance  of  turnpike 
roads  throughout  the  kingdom,  it  was  enacted,  that  from 
and  after  the  Ist  of  January^  1823,  all  the  enactments, 
provisions,  matters,  and  things  in  the  said  Act  contained, 
should  extend,  and  be  deemed,  construed,  and  taken  to 
extend,  to  all  Acts  of  Parliament  then  in  force,  and  to  all 
Acts  which  should  thereafter  be  passed,  for  making,  widen* 
ing,  turning,  amending,  repairing,  or  maintaining  any  turn- 
pike road  or  roads  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called 
England^  save  and  except  where  any  other  commencement 
was  particularly  directed  by  the  said  Act,  and  as  to  such 
enactments,  provisions,  matters,  and  things  as  should  be 
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expressly  referred  to,  and  varied,  altered,  or  repealed  by  1866. 
any  such  Act  or  Acts  as  should  be  thereafter  passed ;  and  Ablbrt 
inasmuch  as  the  provision  made  by  the  32nd  section  of  the  ph,xc'hard. 
said  General  Turnpike  Act  with  respect  to  implements  of 
husbandry  is  varied  by  the  Abergavenny  Roads  Act,  1863, 
sect  17,  and  is  not  expressly  referred  to  in  the  said  last-men- 
tioned. Act,  the  Respondent  was  not  liable  to  pay  the  toll 
80  demanded  and  taken  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof; 
it  was  contended  by  the  Defendant,  the  Appellant,  that 
the  Abergavenny  Roads  Act,  1863,  entirely  suspended,  with 
regard  to  threshing  machines,  the  Act  of  14  &  15  Vict. 
c.  38,  $.  4,  and  the  General  Turnpike  Acts.  The  magis- 
trate, being  of  opinion  that  the  provision  made  by  the  32nd 
section  of  the  General  Turnpike  Act  with  respect  to  im- 
plements of  husbandry  being  varied  by  the  Abergavenny 
Roads  Act,  1863,  sect.  17,  should  have  been  expressly  re- 
ferred to  in  the  Abergavenny  Roads  Act,  1H63,  in  order 
to  render  horses  drawing  threshing  machines,  or  steam 
engines  to  be  employed  in  working  the  same,  liable  to 
toll,  gave  his  decision  against  the  Appellant. 

The  question  of  law  arising  on  the  above  statement  was 
whether  the  said  horses,  which  were  drawing  a  threshing 
roachine  and  a  steam  engine  to  be  employed  in  working 
the  same  uiachine,  were  liable  to  toll. 

^oyi  for  the  Appellant. — By  the  Abergavenny  Roads 
Act,  1863  (26  &  27  VicL  c.  lix,  s.  17),  it  is  provided  that 
6i  toll  may  be  demanded  in  respect  of  "  every  horse,  or 
<^ther  beast,  drawing  any  waggon  or  cart  (except  waggons 
w  carts  going  for,  or  returning  laden  with  lime  only)," 
*nd  by  the  interpretation  clause  (section  2),  the  word 
'cart"  and  the  word  "  waggon"  shall  respectively  include 

"freshing  machines,  and  other  heavy- wheeled  vehicles." 
«  is  clear,  therefore,  that  reading  that  Act  by  itself,  the 
Appellant  was  entitled  to  demand  the  toll  in  question. 
Bnt  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  32, 

VOL.  I.— c.  p.  U 
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1866,  contains  an  exemption  in  favour  of  horses  drawinj 
Ablert  "ploughs,  harrows,  or  implements  of  husbandry;*'  am 
Pritcbard.  section  4  of  14  &  15  Vict,  c.  38,  says,  that  "the  word 
*  implements  of  husbandry'  in  section  36  (meaning  sectioi 
32,  see  section  6  of  16  &  17  VicL  c.  135)  of  3  Geo.  4 
c.  126,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  threshing  machines:' 
also  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  section  4,  provides,  tba 
"  all  the  enactments,  provisions,  matters,  and  things  in  tlii 
Act  contained'*  shall  extend  to  the  Acts  in  force  and  al 
future  Tqmpike  Acts,  except  "  as  to  such  enactments^ 
provisions,  matters,  and  things  as  shall  be  expressly  referred 
to,  and  varied,  altered,  or  repealed  by  any  such  Act  or  Acta 
as  shall  be  hereafter  passed."  On  the  authority  of  these 
several  provisions,  it  is  argued  by  the  Respondent  that 
threshing  machines  are  now  exempt  from  toll.  But,  in  the 
first  place,  tolls  for  threshing  machines  are  not  among  the 
"provisions  in  this  Act  contained"  (3  Geo,  4,  c,  126); 
threshing  machines  were  not  at  that  time  invented,  noi 
can  the  words  "  implements  of  husbandry"  used  in  that  Acl 
be  held  to  apply,  for  threshing  machines  are  not  ejusden 
generis  with  "ploughs,  harrows,"  &c.  Secondly,  the  17tl: 
section  of  the  Abergavenny  Act  does  sufficiently  complj 
with  the  language  of  the  4th  section  of  the  General 
Turnpike  Act,  for  it  is  a  variation  of  the  32nd  section  o1 
that  Act.  In  making  threshing  machines  liable  to  toll 
the  "  enactments,  &c.,"  of  that  statute  are  "  expressl} 
referred  to ;"  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  ex- 
pressly repealed.  Thirdly,  the  legislature  cannot  make 
laws  restraining  future  Parliaments  from  repealing,  except 
in  a  particular  manner,  the  statutes  of  the  realm.  The 
intention  of  the  legislature  must  be  looked  to,  in  order  tc 
arrive  at  the  conclusion  whether  the  provisions  of  a  fonnei 
Act  are  repealed  :  Williams  v.  Pritchard  (a) ;  and  Lyn  v 
Wyn  {b).  If  the  intention  to  repeal  is  clear  it  must  be  car- 
ried through. 

(a)  4  T.  R.  2.  {b)   Bridgman  5  Judgments,  122,  123. 
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IT.  James  for  the  Respondent. — No  toll  was  payable,        1866. 
and  the  magistrate  was  right.     The  Abergavenny  Act  roust       Ablert 
be  reid  with  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  77,  s.  19,  "  An  Act  to  amend    pr,xchard. 
the  Acts  for  Regulating  Turnpike    Roads,"  which  is  in 
these  terms:    ''all   the   powers,  authorities,  clauses,  pro- 
fisiotis,  penalties,  matters,  and  things  contained  in  the  said 
AcU(a)of  the  3rd,  4th,  and  7th  and  8th  years  of  (he  reign 
of  his  present  Majesty  (save  and  except  such  parts  thereof 
respectively  as  are  varied,  altered,  or  repealed)  shall  extend 
uid  be  construed  to  extend  to  this  Act ;  and  all  the  powers, 
totborities,   clauses,    penalties,    forfeitures,    matters,    and 
things  contained  in  the  said  Acts  of  the  3rd,  4th,  and  7th 
uid  8th  years  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty  (except 
such  parts  thereof  respectively  as  are  varied,  altered,  or  re- 
pealed), and  all  the  powers,  authorities,  clauses,  provisions, 
peoalties,  matters,  and  things  contained  in  this  Act,  shall 
extend  and  be  construed  to  extend  to  every  Local  Turnpike 
Act,  and  shall  be  applied  and  put  in  execution  as  fully  and 
effectually,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  same  were 
Repeated  and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  such  Local  Turnpike 
Act,  and  were  made  part  thereof,  and  that  the  said  recited 
Acts  and  this  Act  shall  not  be  recited  in  any  such  Local 
Turnpike  Act,  save  and  except  as  to  such  powers,  authorities, 
clauses,  provisions,  penalties,  matters,  and  things  as  shall 
t>e  expressly  referred  to  for  the  purpose  oi  being  varied, 
altered,  or  repealed  by  any  such  Local  Turnpike  Act."     It 
^«  said,  first,  that  threshing  machines  are  not  exempt  be- 
cause they  are  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  126,  but  the  words  "implements  of  husbandry'*  in  the  • 
exempting  clause  necessarily  comprise  threshing  machines ; 

^d  tlie  14  &   15  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  4,  which  is  declaratory, 

^ipri^sly  states  that  those  words  shall  include  threshing 

n^chines. 
The  principal  difficulty  lies  in  the  construction  of  the  4th 

section  of  the  General  Act.     It  is  contended  by  the  Ap- 

{a)  3  Gw.  4,  c.  126;  4  Geo,  4,  c.  95 ;  7*8  Geo,  4,  c.  24. 

u2 
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1866.  pellant  that  it  suffices  if  the  provisions  of  that  statute  are 
Ablert  "referred  to/'but  the  language  is  **  expressly  referred  to, 
Pritchard.  °^^  varied,  altered,  or  repealed."  The  recilal  of  this 
section  states  that  it  is  of  great  importance  that  one  uni- 
form system  should  be  adopted  in  the  management  of 
turnpike  roads;  and  in  R,  v.  Trustees  of  the  Northleach  ^ 
Witney  Roads  (a),  Lord  Denman  observes,  that  "  the  effect 
of  sect.  4,  of  the  General  Turnpike  Act  is  to  incorporate  that 
statute  with  all  particular  Acts ;  and  therefore  sections  72, 
73  of  the  General  Act  must  be  taken  as  part  of  24  Geo.  2, 
c.  xxviii  (the  local  Act  then  before  the  Court),  "  and  if  they 
are  inconsistent  with  the  clause  of  that  Act  relating  to  the 
accounts  and  orders,  the  latter  must  be  considered  as 
not  continued  :  otherwise  the  very  evil  would  ensue  which 
that  Act  was  intended  to  prevent;  namely,  the  want  of 
uniformity  in  the  laws  regulating  turnpike  roads  throughout 
the  kingdom."  The  Local  Act  does  not  contain  an  ex- 
press enactment  that  toll  shall  be  taken  for  threshing 
machines:  the  17th  clause  merely  states,  ^'that  it  shall 
be  lawful  to  demand  and  take"  toll  for  every  horse  drawing 
any  "  waggon  or  cart ;"  it  is  necessary  therefore  to  bring 
in  the  interpretation  clause,  which  declares  that  those  words 
shall  include  threshing  machines.  But  as  former  Turn- 
pike Acts  exempting  those  machines  are  to  be  read  with 
this  Act,  what  is  the  proper  construction  in  such  a  case? 
It  must  be  to  give  some  meaning  to  the  words  of  limitation. 
The  exemption  being  in  favour  of  husbandry  is  an  addi- 
tional reason  why  it  should  be  favourably  construed : 
Hickinbotham  v.  Perkins  (b).  Then  as  to  the  point  that 
the  clause  of  the  General  Act  limiting  the  action  of  future 
Parliaments  is  inoperative,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Re- 
spondent to  contend  that  the  legislature  has  any  such 
power.  His  contention  is,  that  those  Acts  must  be  read 
together ;  and  if  a  statute  enacts  that  its  provisions  shall 

{a)  b  B.^  Ad,  978,  981.  (0)  3  JB.  Moo.  ISH, 
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be  read  with  all  future  Acts,  such  an  enactment  is  good        1866. 
until  repealed :  MiddUton  v.  Croft  (a).  Ablbrt 


V. 

Pritcuarp. 


Gray  in  reply. — In  the  construction  of  a  statute  the 
intentioD  of  the  legislature  must  be  followed,  if  it  can  be 
discovered,  but  if  there  are  repugnant  statutes  the  last  Act 
must  prevail :  Reg.  v.  St,  JSdmunds,  Salisbury  (A) ;  Dean 
(od  Chapter  of  Ely  v.  Bliss  (c). 

Erie,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  in  favour  of  the  Appellant.     At  the  same  time,  on  first 
lading  the  case,  I  had  a  strong  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  the  magistrate  was  right,  but  on  examining  the  statute 
'oore  particularly  I  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion, 
^d  think  that  his  decision  was  wrong.     The  question  is 
*^hether  a  threshing  machine  is  liable  to  toll  in  the  district 
^f  the  Abergavenny  trustees?     In  the  Abergavenny  Act, 
^^tion  17,  it  is  stated  that  it  shall  be  lawful  to  take  toll  for 
®very  horse  drawing  any  cart  or  waggon,  and  the  interpre- 
^tion  clause  says,  that  the  words  "  cart"  or  "  waggon"  shall 
'•iclude  threshing  machines.     If  there  were  nothing  else 
^^t  this,  here  is  in  express  terms  a  clause  imposing  toll  for 
'^Of^s  drawing  threshing  machines,  and  I  cannot  give  any 
effect  to  those  words  unless  by  holding  that  they  are  an 
Express  enactment  to  that  effect.     The  case  has  been  well 
^i^ed  on  both  sides,  and  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  the 
difficulty  of  the  question  has  arisen  from  the  clause  in  the 
General  Turnpike  Act  exempting  from  toll  implements  of 
husbandry ;  the  32nd  section  enacting  that  any  "  horse, 
heast,  or  other  cattle  or  carriage  employed  only  in  carrying 
or  conveying  ....  any  ploughs,  harrows,  or  implements 
of  husbandry,"  shall  be  exempt  from  toll.     This  is  an  ex- 
emption for  all  England,  including  the  district  of  the  Aber- 

(«)  Cfliei  Temp.  Hardwicke,  326.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  72,  84. 

(f )  5  Bea.  574,  582. 
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1866.        gavenny  trustees ;  and  the  4th  section  provides,  that  th 

Ablert        general  provisions  of  the  statute  shall  extend  to  all  Aei 

Pritchard      thereafter  to  be  passed,  unless  expressly  referred  to  an 

varied,  or  repealed  by  such  Acts ;  and  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  7 


(with  the  same  intention  to  render  the  law  uniform  all  ovi 
England)  embodied  former  Turnpike  Acts  of  that  rei| 
and  declared  that  they  should  form  part  of  every  Speci 
Act.  Comparing  these  two  Acts  of  Geo,  4  with  the  14  &  1 
Vict,  c.  38,  there  would  be  a  direct  enactment  that  thresi 
ing  machines  should  be  exempt  from  toll,  which  would  pr< 
vail  until  the  provisions,  matters,  and  things  in  that  stata 
should  be  expressly  referred  to  and  varied  in  subsequevr^^e 

statutes.     But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  subsequent  loc^a =^j 

statute  does  expressly  refer  to  the  matters  and  things  sr># ^ 

cially  exempted;    the   General    Turnpike   Act   says,   tVk 
threshing  machines  are  not  to  be  exempt  unless  specifical 
referred  to,  and  the  subsequent  statute  directs,  that  toll 
respect  of  threshing  machines  shall  be  paid,  and  no  efR?^ 
can  be  given  to  these  latter  woids,  if  we  do  not  hold  th 
the  toll  is  demandable.     Mr.  Gray  has  truly  observed  tfi: 
these  machines  are  implements  of  recent  invention,  on  ^ 
known  since   the   passing    of  the  General  Act,  and  or 
ginally   possessed    by   large   capitalists.      But   tnoveniih  • 
annis  threshing  machines  have  become  transferable ;  tb^ 
are  frequently  the  property  of  speculators  who   are    T^ 
occupiers  of  land,  and  it  may  well  be  that  the  trustees 
this  district,  taking  notice  of  that  state  of  things,  have    * 
tentionally  made  these  machines  liable. 


WiLLEs,  J.     I   am  of  the  same  opinion,  and   for 
reasons    stated    by   my    Lord.     The    judgment    of     *^  ^^^ 
Court  may  be  supported   however  on  the  ordinary  pr> 
ciple  that  in  dealing  with  a  Local  Act,  like  the  Aberff 
venny  Act,  the  same  rules  of  construction  must  be  adopt^^^ 
as  in  the  case  of  ordinary  enactments.     It  is  said 
the  Abergavenny  Act  cannot  be  held  to  include  threshifl 


amounts  to  this,  that,  in  order  to  repeal  the  section 
g  the  exemption  as  to  implements  of  husbandry, 
ssary  not  only  that  the  clause  should  state  that 
hines  shall  be  subject  to  toll,  but  the  legislature 
;eed  to  say  "non  obstante  the  3  Geo,  4,  c.  126, 
Looking  however  at  the  4th  section  of  that  Act,  it 
hat  the  construction  which  has  been  given  to  it 
s  sustained.  It  does  not  state  that  the  Act  shall 
tered  unless  it  is  itself  mentioned  or  referred  to, 
8  the  provisions,  matters  and  things  are  expressly 
to.  Here  the  matter  or  thing  in  question  is  the 
or  toll,  and  that  ia  expressly  referred  to  in  the 
nny  Act. 

ames  says,  that  it  ia  only  by  the  interpretation 
)t  we  arrive  at  the  result  that  threshing  machines 
!,  but  that  is  where  we  should  expect  to  find  an 
OD  of  the  words  used,  and  the  Act  may  then  be 
nposinga  toll "  for  every  horse  drawing  a  threshing 
"  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  get  over  the  words 
itnte. 

MO,  J.  1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr,  James  has 
that  no  other  meaning  can  be  given  to  the  words  of 
Act  than  that  toll  shall  be  payable,  and  T  think  that 
irt  which  he  sought  to  claim  from  the  clause  in  the 
Act  has  been  taken  away  from  him  by  Mr.  Grat/, 
wed  that  Uie  intention  of  the  legislature  must  have 
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January  12. 

Foreign  bill  qf 
exchange, 
indorsement 
D^endant  in 
England. 
Notice  qf  die- 
honour. 

Law  qf  France 
Alteraiion. 


HiRSCHFIELD  V.  SmITH. 

1.  A  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  England  payable  to  the  drawer's  order, 

directed  to  and  accepted  by  the  drawee  in  France^  payable  in  Frante, 
and  was  indorsed  by  the  drawer  in  blank  and  delivered  to  the  Defend- 
ant  in  England,  and  by  him  indorsed  in  blank  and  delivered  to  the 
Plaintiff  in  England,  who  indorsed  and  delivered  it  to  one  B.  in  Francct 
where  it  was  duly  presented  and  dishonoured.  Held,  that,  in  an  action 
on  the  bill  brought  in  £n^/an^  against  an  indorser  indorsing  in  England^ 
notice  of  dishonour  good  according  to  the  law  of  France  wats  due  notice 
of  dishonour  according  to  the  law  of  England. 

2.  The  law  of  France  requires  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  be 

special,  and  to  state  a  date  and  consideration ;  and  after  this  bill  had 

been  accepted  and  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  altered  it  by  turning  the 

indorsements  in  blank  of  the  drawer  and  the  Defendant  into  special 

indorsements,  with  a  statement  of  a  date  and  consideration ;  and  be- 

vond  this,  in  the  special  indorsement  of  the  drawer  to  the  PlaintifT,  be 

inserted  the  rate  of  exchange  according  to  which  payment  was  to  be 

made,  and  there  was  placed  on  the  face  of  the  bill  a  superscription  ol 

the  same  words,  purporting  to  make  them  part  of  the  acceptor's  con- 

tract,  to  which  the  special  indorsement  of  the  drawer  was  made  to  refei 

by  the  words  ut  retro  therein  inserted.     Held: — 

(1.)  That  the  alterations  rendered  the  bill  void. 

(2.)  Semble,  that  the  bill  would  not  have  been  rendered  void  by  the 

alterations  made  by  the  Plaintiff  if  they  had  not  gone  beyond 

the  turning  of  the  indorsements  in  blank  into  special  in- 

dorsements  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  France. 

T\ECLAIlATION  by  indorsee  against  indorser  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  for  250/.,  drawn  on  the  20th  Aprils 
1864,  by  Lion  on  Pellagot,  indorsed  by  Lion  to  the  De- 
fendant, and  by  him  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiff.  Averment, 
that  the  bill  was  duly  presented  for  payment,  and  was  dis- 
honoured, whereof  the  Defendant  had  due  notice. 

Pleas:  1,  That  the  Defendant  had  not  due  notice  ol 
dishonour;  2,  that  he  did  not  indorse  the  alleged  bill; 
3,  that  after  he  had  indorsed  the  bill  the  indorsement  was 
made  void  by  being  materially  altered  without  the  De 
fendant's  consent;  that  is  to  say,  by  certain  words,  sc 
materially  altering  the  same,  being  written  on  the  back  oi 
the  bill,  above  the  Defendant's  indorsement 

On  the  trial,  at  the  sittings  in  London,  after  Michaelmm 
Term,  1864,  before  WilUs,  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff 
a  Frenchman,  was  a  merchant  in  London.  The  Defendant 
was  the  proprietor  of  Cremorne  Gardens ;  and  the  follow- 
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ing     is  a  copy  of  the  bill  and  its  indorsements  when  pro-        1866. 

duC^d  : HiRSCHPIELD 

''   260/.  "  London,  20  April,  1 864.  SMrin. 

**  TTiree  months  after  date  pay  to  my  order  two  hundred 
and     £fty  pounds  sterling,  value  received. 
••  1o  Monsr.  E.  Pellagoi,  *'  A.  Lion. 

"  Propre.  des  diners  de  Paris, 

"11,  Passage  Jouffion,  Paris.'* 

The  acceptance  was  written  across  the  above  thus  : — 
**  Accept^  pour  deux  cent  cinquante  livres  sterling  au 
vin|5t  Juillet  prochain.  E.  Pellagot.*^ 

The  indorsements  were  : — 

**  Pay  to  the  order  of  Mr.  E.  T.  Smith,  at  the  rate  of 
fnmcs  25*76  for  1/.  value  received,  the  sum  of  fs.  6437*60, 
ut  retro.  "  A.  Lion.** 

*•  Pay  Hirschfield,  Peraire,  k  Co.,  or  order. 

"  E.  T.  Smith.*' 

**  Payez  a  Tordre  de  Monsr.  Emile  Berle  valeur  en 
compte.     Paris,  le  24  Mai,  1864. 

"  P.  P.  Hirschjield,  Peraire  &  Co., 

"  G.  Hirschjield.'' 

**  Non  acquit  P.  P.  de  Emile  Berle, 

"  JJ.  Lachi.** 

*  he  bill  was  drawn  by  Lion  in  England,  payable  to  his 
^"■^ler,  and  directed  to  Pellagot  in  Paris  as  above.  It  was 
^i^en  transmitted  by  the  drawer  in  a  letter,  addressed  to  Pel- 
*^9ot  in  Paris,  and  by  him  accepted  in  Paris,  payable  in 
^"^^nce,  the  words  above  Pellagofs  signature  having  been 
^'^tten  by  him  at  the  time.     Pellagot  then  returned  the 

\  ill  .  .  * 

"*"    to  Lion  in  England,  and  it  was  indorsed  by  him  in 
"l^nk  and  delivered  to    the   Defendant  in  England,  and 
^^^  indorsed  by  the  Defendant  in  blank  and  delivered  to 
^^  T^laintiff  in  England.   The  Plaintiff' indorsed  and  trans- 
mitted it  to  his  brother,  G.  Hirschjield,  who  was  in  Paris, 
for  collection.    The  brother  indorsed,  and  delivered  it  to 
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1866.  one  Berlin  a  banker,  in  Paris.  It  was  duly  presented  for 
HiRsciiFiELD  payment  in  France^  and  was  dishonoured,  and  was  then 
Smith  taken  by  the  holder  to  the  proper  office  in  France^  and 
duly  protested,  as  required  by  the  French  law,  and  a  copy 
of  the  protest  was  transmitted  to  the  French  consul  in 
London^  and  by  him  the  protest  was  in  due  course,  accord- 
ing to  French  practice,  made  known  to  the  Defendant 
without  delay. 

The  law  of  France  requires  an  indorsement  to  be  special, 
and  to  state  a  date  and  consideration  :  and  it  appeared  that 
after  the  bill  had  come  into  the  possession  of  the  Plaintiff 
the  indorsements  in  blank  of  Lion  and  Smith  above  men- 
tioned had  been  turned  into  special  indorsements  by  the 
Plaintiff's  brother,  and,  beyond  this,  in  the  special  indorse- 
ment of  Lion  to  Smith,  there  had  been  inserted  the  rate  of 
exchange  according  to  which  payment  was  to  be  made, 
as  it  appears  in  the  copy  above ;  and  on  the  face  of  the 
bill  there  was  placed  a  superscription  of  the  same  words, 
purporting  to  make  them  part  of  the  acceptor's  contract, 

which  the  special  indorsement  of  Lion  was  made  to  refer 
by  the  words  ut  retro  therein  inserted. 

The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  Defendant,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  notice  of  dis- 
nonour  was  insufficient,  and  that  the  bill  had  been  rendered 
void  by  the  alterations,  reserving  leave  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him. 

In  Hilary  Terra,  1865,  Edward  James  accordingly 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for 
misdirection  (a). 

On  the  2nd  and  4th  May,  1865,  H.  James  and  Har- 

ington  showed  cause,  and  E,  James  and  Thomas  Tapping 

supported  the  rule  (A). 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

{a)  In  the  rule  as  drawn  up  the  alleged  ground  of  misdirection  in  re- 
spect of  the  effect  of  the  alterations  of  the  bill  was  by  nnistake  omitted. 

(6)  As  these  Reports  were  not  established  till  Michaelmas  Term,  1865, 
the  arguments  are  necessarily  omitted ;  but  they  will  be  found  in  35 
L.  J.,  C.  P.  178,  and  14  H'.  R.  455. 
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ALB,  C.  J.y  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court        1866. 
as  tfi>llow8 : —  Hirschpield 

I  Yx  this  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  indorser  oF  a  bill        .  ** 
of  ^^ichange^  the  defendant  relied  on  two  grounds  of  defence 
'1  ^t,  that  he  had  not  received  due  notice  of  dishonour; 
anc3  9  2ndly,  that  the  bill  was  rendered  void  by  alteration. 
./Vs  to  the  first  ground,  the  facts  were  that  the  bill  was 
dr£i.i9vn  in  England,  payable  to  the  drawer's  order,  directed 
tosind  accepted  by  the  drawee  in  France^  payable  in  France^ 
and  was  indorsed  by  the  drawer  in  blank,  and  delivered  to 
the   Defendant  in  England^  and  by  him  indorsed  in  blank, 
and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  in  England^  and  indorsed  by 
the    Plaintiff,  and  delivered  to  one  Berle  in  France.     The 
bill    was  duly  presented  in  France  and  dishonoured,  and 
the  holder  took  the  steps  required  by  the  law  of  France  to 
entitle  him  to  recover  from  the  other  parties  to  the  bill ; 
tha.^  is  to  say,  the  bill  was  taken  to  the  proper  office,  and  a 
due  protest  was  made,  and  a  copy  of  the  protest  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  consul  for  France  in  the  foreign  country 
where  a  party  to  the  bill  was  residing;  that  is  to  say,  as 
res^pects  this  Defendant,  to  the  French  consul  in  London^ 
and  by  that  consul  the  protest  was  in  due  course,  according 
^  French  practice,  made  known  to  the  Defendant  without 
delay.  If  the  action  on  the  bill  had  been  brought  in  France^ 
^pon  an  indorsement  made  in  France^  these  facts  would 
have  amounted  to  such  notice  of  dishonour  as  the  law  of 
^''^ance  requires,  and  would  have  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to 
recover.     As  this  action  was  brought  in  England  against 
^^  uidorser,  mdorsing  in  England,  the  present  question  is 
whether  these  facts  are  evidence  of  due  notice  of  dishonour 
®g«iust  this  Defendant,  in  an  action  brought  in  England. 
^^^  answer  is  in  the  affirmative,  on  two  grounds:  Ist,  be-  * 

^'ause  the  point  has  been  decided  in  Rot/ischild  v.  Currie  (n), 
'^h^re  the  bill  was  drawn,  accepted,  indorsed,  and  dis- 
honoured, under  circumstances  similar  to  those  relating  to 
^be    present  bill,  and  the  facts  adduced  to  show  notice  of 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  43. 
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^866,  dishonour  were  also  similar,  and  were  decided  to  be  suflB- 
HiRscHFiELD  cicnt,  becduse  they  were  sufficient  according  to  the  law  of 
Smith.  France ;  secondly,  if  the  reason  assigned  in  that  case  be 
not  now  adopted,  and  if  the  contract  of  an  indorser  in 
England  of  a  bill  accepted  payable  in  France^  be  held  to 
be  a  contract  governed  by  the  law  of  England^  and  so  the 
holder  be  not  entitled  to  sue  in  England  such  an  indorser, 
unless  he  has  given  due  notice  of  dishonour  according  to 
the  law  of  England,  then  the  question  is,  what  notice,  under 
such  circumstances,  amounts  to  due  notice?  If  the  parties 
lived  in  England,  and  their  address  were  known,  the  rule 
is  that  notice  should  be  sent  by  the  post  of  the  day  follow- 
ing the  day  of  dishonour.  But  in  respect  of  bills  dishonoured 
in  a  foreign  country,  such  a  rule  cannot  always  have  a  literal 
application,  because,  among  other  reasons,  the  postal  regu* 
lations  may  make  it  impossible.  Due  notice  is  such  notice 
as  can  reasonably  be  required  under  the  circumstances,  and 
the  reasonableness  of  the  notice  proved  in  evidence  is  a 
question  of  law,  depending  on  the  facts  of  each  particular 
.  case,  which  facts  are  for  the  jury.  In  the  course  of  prac- 
tice, rules  have  been  recognised  by  the  judges,  and  so  have 
become  law.  See  the  judgments  of  Grose,  J.,  Lawrence, 
J.,  and  Le  Blanc,  J.,  in  Darbishire  v.  Parker  (a). 

If  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  bill  is  payable  there 
are  regulations  for  giving  notice  of  dishonour  in  order  to 
make  indorsers  liable  to  the  holder,  a  presumption  is 
raised  that  notice  according  to  those  regulations  is  all 
that  the  indorser  should  require. 

The  indorser  of  a  bill  accepted,  payable  in  France,  pro- 
mises to  pay,  in  the  event  of  dishonour  in  France,  and 
notice  thereof.  By  his  contract  he  must  be  taken  to  know 
the  law  of  France  relating  to  the  dishonour  of  bills,  and 
notice  of  dishonour  is  a  portion  of  that  law.  Then,  although 
his  contract  is  regulated  by  the  law  of  England  relating  to 
indorsement,  and  although  he  may  not  be  liable,  unless 
reasonable  notice  of  dishonour  has  been  sent  to  him,  yet 

(fl)  6  Eust,  3,  9—14. 
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tbe  notice  of  dishonour  according  to  the  law  of  France        1866. 
inay  be,  and  we  think  ought  to  be,  deemed  reasonable  Hirschfield 
notice  according  to  the  law  of  England,  and  be  suOScient       SmVth. 
in  England  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  according 
to  that  law.      It  is  reasonable  to  hold  that  the   foreign 
liolder  should  have  time  to  make  good  his  right  of  recourse 
against  all  the  parties  to  the  bill  in  whatever  country  they 
maybe.   Here  the  holder  was  a  Frenchman  in  France.  The 
indorsement  to  him  was  by  the  Plaintiff,  a  Frenchman,  in 
France.    The  indorsement  to  him   (the  Plaintiff)  was  by 
the  Defendant,  an  Englishman,  in  England,  and  the  in- 
dorsement to  that  Englishman   by  Lion,  the  payee,  may 
have  been  in  any  country.    The  inconvenience  would  be 
great  if  the  holder  was  bound  to  know  the  place  of  each 
indorsement  and  the  law  of  that  place  relating  to  notice  of 
dishonour,  and  to  give  notice  accordingly,  on  pain,  in  case 
of  mistake,  of  losing  his  remedy  ;  whereas,  there  would  be 
great  convenience  to  the  holder  if  notice,  valid  according  to 
the  law  of  the  place,  should  be  held  to  be  reasonable  notice 
for  each  of  the  countries  of  each  of  the  parties,  unless  an 
exceptional  case  should  give  occasion  for  an  exception. 

The  Defendant's  second  ground  of  defence  was  the  altera- 
^on  of  the  bill  after  the  indorsement  by  the  Defendant. 
The  facts  were  that  the  bill  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
^^on,  the  payee,  and  delivered  to  the  Defendant,  and  by 
*^*^  indorsed  in  blank  in   England,  and  delivered  to  the 
"*aintiff,  who  took  or  sent  the  bill  to  France,  where  it  was 
"^dorsed  to  one  Eerie.     The  law  of  France  requires  an 
indorsement  to  be  special,  and  to  state  a  date  and  con- 
sideration ;  and   one  alteration  made  by  the  Plaintiff  was 
turning  the   indorsements  in  blank    into  special    indorse- 
"^^iits,  with  a  statement  of  a  date  and  a  consideration, 
^^^»  for  value  received.     If  this  had  been  all,  it  mi^ht  be 
held  to  make  no  change  in  the  liability  of  the  parties,  but 
^  be  a  completion  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  indorse, 
wid  probably  would  not  have  been  thought  to  make  the 
void  ;  for  a  man  may  convert  a  blank  indorsement  into 


290  HILARY  TERM. 

1866.  a  special  indorsement  in  his  own  favour :  Clark  v.  Pigot  (a). 
H1R8CHPIELD  But  beyond  this,  on  the  special  indorsement  of  Lion  to 
Smith  Smith  was  inserted  the  rate  of  exchange  according  to 
which  payment  was  to  be  made  thus: —  "Pay  to  the 
order  of  Mr.  E.  T.  Smithy  at  the  rate  of  fi-ancs  26*75 
for  1/.  value  received,  the  sum  of  fs.  6437*50,  ut  retro:** 
and  beyond  this  there  was  placed  on  the  face  of  the  bill  a 
superscription  of  the  same  words,  purporting  to  make  them 
part  of  the  acceptor's  contract. 

The  Defendant  contended  that  these  alterations  altered 
the  contract  of  the  acceptor  and  of  himself,  which  was  in 
substance  to  pay  according  to  the  rate  of  exchange  at  the 
time  of  dishonour,  a  rate  which  might  be  lower  than  26*75, 
and  as  it  is  law  that  an  alteration  of  a  written  contract,  in 
a  material  part,  makes  it  void,  this  contract  was  rendered 
void  thereby. 

The  Plaintiff  attempted  to  answer  this  defence  by  oflier- 
ing  evidence  to  prove  that  the  effect  of  the  words  in  the 
indorsement,  "  pay  at  25*75,"  did  not  create  a  right  to 
demand  payment  at  that  rate  of  exchange,  but  was  a  de- 
claration obligatory  on  the  holder,  whoever  he  might  be, 
not  to  demand  a  higher  rate  than  25*75,  even  if  the  actual 
THte  should  be  higher,  leaving  the  right  of  the  acceptor,  or 
other  party,  to  pay  at  a  lower  rate,  if  the  actual  rate  should 
be  lower,  unaffected  thereby.  On  this  part  of  the  case  it 
is  not  necessary  to  say  more  than  that  this  evidence  appears 
to  us  to  have  failed.  We  have  therefore  to  decide  whether 
these  alterations  render  the  bill  void  in  the  hands  of  the 
Plaintiff  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  they  were  made, 
and  our  answer  is  in  the  affirmative.  They  appear  to  us  to 
bring  this  case  within  the  numerous  authorities  deciding 
that  alterations  of  an  instrument  containincr  a  contract  hav- 
ing  the  effect  of  altering  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the 
parties  to  that  contract,  render  that  instrument  void.  The 
contract  of  the  acceptor  is  altered  by  the  superscription  on 

(«)  I  Salk.  126;  5.  C.  \2.Mod.  193. 
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the    Ikce  of  tlie  bill^  and  the  contract  of  the  indorsers  is        1866. 
altered  by  the  superscription  over  the  indorsements  at  the 


Smith. 
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baclc  of  the  bill,  with  a  reference  to  the  superscription  »• 

add^  on  the  face  of  the  bill  by  the  words  ut  retro. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 


Berr YV.  Da  Costa.  j^„^  i3. 

(1-)     In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marria^ire,  wherein  it  is  laid  as  j^reaeh  id 
special  damage  that  the  Defendant  debauched  the  Plaintiff  and  ruined  promise  o^ 
her  character,  it  would  be  misdirection  to  tell  the  jury  that  they  might  ^orriaee, 
give  her  damages  as  a  solatium  for  the  injured  feelings  of  her  parents   Directum  to 
and  family ;  but,  where  the  Defendant  is  a  person  of  property,  they  may  jury. 
take  into  their  consideration  not  only  the  Plaintiff's  pecuniary  loss  in  Excessive  da- 
not  becoming  his  wife,  but  the  injury  done  to  her  future  prospects  of  f^ages. 
marriage,  her  injured  feelings  and  affections,  and  the  mortification  she  Admissibility  of 
ouat  suffer  in  not  being  able  to  look  her  family  in  the  face.  affidavit  o/*  De- 

(2.  )    In  such  action  the  damages  cannot  be  measured  by  a  known  standard  fg^dant  on  mo- 
u  in  commercial  cases ;  but  the  amount  is  peculiarly  a  question  for  the   don  for  new 
jury;  and  where  no  witnesses  were  called  for  the  DeferKlant,  and  it  ap-  trial, 

feared  that  imputations  had  been  cast  upon  the  Plaintiff,  a  person  in 
umble  life,  and  her  witnesses,  which  failed,  and  the  jury  gave  i£2,500 
damages  against  the  Defendant,  who  was  a  person  of  property ;  and  a 
Dew  trial  was  asked  for  simply  upon  the  ground  that  the  damages  were 
^xcessiTC,  the  application  was  refused. 
^'*}  Qosre,  whether,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  an 
*ffidaTit  made  by'the  Defendant,  contradicting  and  explaining  the  evi- 
dence given  at  the  trial,  can  be  properly  used  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation on  his  behalf  for  a  new  trial. 

JyECLARATION    that   the    Plaintiff   and    Defendant 

agreed  to  marry  one  another,  and  a  reasonable  time 

'^^   Such  marriage  elapsed,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  always 

^^ady  and  willing  to  marry  the  Defendant,  yet  the  De- 

'^nclant  neglected  and  refused  to  marry  the  Plaintiff,  by 

'^^^ns  of  which  premises  the  Defendant  succeeded  in  de- 

^^ching  and  carnally  knowing  the  Plaintiff  and  ruining 

^^^'^  character. 

Pleas:  1st,  that  the  Defendant  did  not  agree  as  alleged ; 
^^d,  that  a  reasonable  time  for  such  marriage  had  not 
^lapsed  at  the  coimnencement  of  this  suit  as  alleged  ; 
3rdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  raairy 
tbe  Defendant  as  alleged.     Issues  thereon. 
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1866.  On  the  trial  before  Erle^  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 

Bbrrt  ^'^r  Michaelmas  Term,  1865,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff 
Da  Costa  ^^*  about  twenty-two  years  of  age,  and  was  the  daughter 
of  a  widow  who  dealt  in  lace  and  kept  a  shop  for  that 
purpose  at  Notiing  Hill.  The  Defendant  was  about 
twenty-eight  years  of  age,  in  no  business  or  profession, 
but  possessed  of  a  present  income  of  about  700/.  per 
annum,  with  expectations  (as  it  was  stated  by  the  Plaintiff's 
counsel)  of  succeeding  to  the  possession  of  100,000/. 

In  JunCy  1863,  whilst  the  Plaintiff  was  residing  with  and 
assisting  her  mother  in  her  business,  the  latter  opened  a 
post  letter  which  came  Tor  the  Plaintiff  from  the  Defendant, 
who,  as  it  seemed,  had  made  the  Plaintiff's  acquaintance 
some  short  time  before,  and  seeing  that  it  was  in  a  man's 
handwriting  was  angry  with  the  Plaintiff  about  it.  A  few 
days  afterwards  the  Defendant  called  at  the  shop,  and  the 
Plaintiff  then  told  her  mother  that  he  was  the  gentleman 
who  wrote  the  letter.  He  came  holding  the  Plaintiff's 
arm  and  told  the  mother  that  he  had  come  to  speak  to  her 
about  her  pretty  daughter,  the  Plaintiff;  that  he  hoped  she 
would  not  be  so  cross  with  her ;  that  his  intentions  were 
honorable  ;  he  wished  her  to  be  educated  properly  and 
taught  music,  and  he  would  make  her  Madam  Da  Costa, 
To  which  the  mother  replied  that  if  that  were  so  she  should 
be  very  glad.  After  remaining  with  the  mother,  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  another  daughter  named  Ellen  for  an  hour  he  went 
away,  the  Plaintiff  accompanying  him  but  returning  the 
same  evening.  On  the  29th  June  and  within  a  few  days 
after  the  Defendant's  call,  there  was  a  Foresters'  f6te  in 
Lord  Holland^s  park,  and  the  Plaintiff  went  to  it  accom- 
panied by  her  mother,  the  sister  Ellen  and  the  son  of  a 
greengrocer  in  the  neighbourhood  ;  when  the  Plaintiff  and 
her  mother  having  had  "  some  words,"  the  Plaintiff  went 
the  same  night  to  the  house  of  a  person  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, where  she  had  previously  lodged  for  some  months 
on  account  of  her  mother's  house  not  containing  sufficient 
accommodation  for  her  family,  and  never  afterwards  slep 
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at  home.  Whilst  the  Plaintiff  was  at  the  lodgings  men-  1866* 
tioned,  the  mother  visited  her  two  or  three  times  and  saw  Berrt 
the  Defendant  there  once,  but  it  seemed  that  he  visited  DaCoita. 
the  Plaintiff  there  constantly.  In  February^  1864,  the 
Plaintiff  left  those  lodgings  and  went  to  other  lodgings 
at  Notting  Hill,  where  she  remained  till  the  April  follow- 
ing. She  then  went  to  reside  in  Richmond  Terrace^ 
Notting  Hill,  where  she  was  taught  the  piano,  and  con- 
tinued till  May,  She  was  constantly  visited  by  the  De- 
fendant, and  upon  his  request  and  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  from 
the  time  when  she  went  to  Richmond  Terrace,  the  sister 
•Ci/en,  who  was  called  as  a  witness,  resided  with  her  as 
companion.  In  May,  1864,  the  Defendant  took  the  Plain- 
tiff to  Paris.  He  had  previously  employed  a  dressmaker, 
who  had  formerly  lived  with  the  Plaintiff's  mother  as  an 
assistant  in  the  business,  and  who,  when  called  as  a  witness 
<^t  the  trial,  was  a  married  woman,  to  make  up  a  mauve  silk 
dress  for  the  Plaintiff,  which  he  represented  was  to  be  for 
her  wedding-dress,  and  had  given  particular  directions  about 
the  orange  blossoms  and  trimmings,  and  said  that  he  and 
the  Plaintiff  were  going  to  Paris  to  be  married.  Upon  their 
return  they  sent  for  the  Plaintiff's  mother,  and  she  called 
upon  them  at  Richmond  Terrace.  The  Defendant  then  told 
^w  that  they  had  just  returned  from  Paris,  and  directed 
^e  Plaintiff  to  show  her  mother  her  rings  and  the  beau- 
^ful  things  he  had  bought  for  her  in  Paris,  and  she  was 
*hown  a  diamond  ring  and  a  wedding-ring  on  her  daughters 
nnger,  and  a  bonnet  trimmed  with  orange  blossoms,  and 
apposed  the  Defendant  had  been  married  to  her  daughter. 
Shortly  after  that  interview  the  Plaintiff  removed  to  a  fur- 
nished house,  rented  for  her  by  the  Defendant.  In  Novem- 
^»  1864,  the  Defendant  went  abroad,  and  on  the  13th  of 
"^*t  month  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  from  Lisbon  as  follows : — 

*  My  dearest  darling  Mary^ — 

"  Certain  circumstances  have  caused  me  to  leave 
^f gland,    I  have  broken  up  my  home,  as  you  can  ascer* 
^OL.  I.— c.  P.  X 
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1866.       tain.     I  have  let  my  house,  at  least  ordered  it  to  be  let,  and 
Benny       it  will  be  entirely  given  up  when  an  opportunity  presents 
jy   p'  itself.     There  is  no  knowing  when  I  return  to  £ii^2arnd!.     I 

must  therefore  bid  you  an  eternal  farewell,  and  every  suc- 
cess in  life.  If  we  should  meet  hereafter  it  must  be  as  per- 
fect strangers.  My  future  prospects  in  life  are  such  as  not 
to  make  it  possible  for  me  to  renew  our  acquaintance.  I 
have  done  all  I  can  for  you,  and  you  must  expect  nothing 
more.  If  you  call  on  my  solicitor  he  will  provide  you  with 
funds  such  as  I  can  spare  under  my  present  circumstances. 
Wishing  you  every  prosperity  for  the  future  and  every  good 

wish, 

"  Believe  me  to  remain, 

"  Yours  sincerely, 

"  F.  H.  N.  Da  Costar 

The  Defendant  had  subsequently  married  another  woman. 

In  cross-examination  of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses  various 
imputations  of  impropriety  of  conduct  were  cast  upon 
the  Plaintiff  and  her  witnesses,  and  especially  it  was  im- 
puted to  her  that  she  had  been  seduced  by  an  officer  in  the 
army  before  her  acquaintance  with  the  Defendant  and  that 
her  conduct  at  the  fete  had  not  been  irreproachable ;  but 
the  questions  put  were  negatived.  No  evidence  tvas  given 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant. 

In  the  course  of  his  summing  up  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
told  the  jury  that  if  they  found  for  the  Plaintiff  they  had 
a  right  to  take  into  their  account  compensation  for  the  pain 
caused  to  her  feelings,  and  for  the  change  caused  in  her 
prospects  in  life  from  a  proclaimed  contract  of  marriage 
having  been  broken  off;  that  the  chances  of  her  situation 
in  life  were  very  materially  damaged  if  there  had  been  any- 
thing like  an  engagement,  and  very  much  more  materially 
damaged  by  the  circumstances  alluded  to  at  the  trial ;  that 
they  were  entitled  to  take  into  their  consideration  the  loss 
she  had  sustained,  because  the  position  that  she  had  of 
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bumble  indostry  had  been  lost  to  her.  It  was  a  very  humble        1866. 
pith  of  life,  going  out  to  sell  the  mother's  lace ;  but  it  was  a       Biftftt 
happy  and  respectable  home.     There  was  a  daughter  sup-      Da  Costa. 
ported  by  a  mother,  who  might  have  been  the  comfort  of 
tbe  mother's  life.     If  the  daughter  came  back  a  wreck, 
with  an  imputation  upon  her  of  all  the  matters  that  had 
been  suggested,  that  home,  instead  of  being  a  home  of 
bmily  affection,  was  a  home  where  there  was  something 
worse  than  desolation. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  PlaintifT  with  2,500/. 
<bmage8. 

Buddleston  {Keane  and   Wrenfordsley  with   him)    now 
n^oved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection,  and 
"Jat  the  damages  were  excessive.     With  regard  to  the  first 
ground  he  contended,  that  the  terms  in  which  the  learned 
•'^dge  had  spoken  of  the  home,  instead  of  being  a  home  of 
'^oiily  affection,  having  become  worse  than  desolation,  were 
''*ely  to  have  been  misunderstood  by  the  jury,  and  to  mis- 
'^d  them  into  giving  damages  not  only  for  the  loss  sus- 
^'Hed  by  the  Plaintiff,  but  for  the  injury  done  to  the  home 
^^  the  mother.     Even  supposing  the  direction  in  terms  cor- 
'^t,  if  the  question  left  to  the  jury  was  capable  of  being 
°**sunderstood,  the  Court  would  grant  a  new  trial :  Toulmin 
^'  ^3edley  (a).     As  to  the  second  ground  he  proposed  to  put 
^  ^n  affidavit  made  by  the  Defendant  in  his  own  vindica- 
tion, contradicting  and  explaining  the  evidence  given  at  the 
^^\.    Throughout  the  case  it  had  been  alleged  that  the 
^^cfendant  had  not  only  broken  his  promise,  which  it  was 
admitted  he  had  done,  but  that  he  had  systematically  laid 
tt^elo  the  Plaintiff's  virtue  :  but  the  facts  stated  in  the 
affidavit  were  a  key  to  the  whole  matter.     The  Defendant 
had  moreover  been  held  out  at  the  trial  as  entitled  to  suc- 
^^  to  the  possession  of  100,000/.     The   evidence  ten- 

(a)  2C,iK.  157,  161. 
x2 
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1866.  dered  of  that  was  an  improperly  certified  exemplification 
Berrt  of  his  father's  will,  which  was  objected  to  and  necessarily 
Da  Coita.  excluded.  The  sister  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  been  calledj 
had  stated  that  the  Defendant  had  told  her  that  he  was 
worth  700/.  per  annum,  and  that  was  nearer  to  the  truth, 
though  in  a  large  part  of  that  income  he  only  had  a  life 
interest  [As  to  the  admissibility  of  the  affidavit  Willes,  J. 
referred  to  Smith  v.  Woodfine  (a),  where  upon  a  motion  foi 
a  new  trial  in  a  similar  case  it  was  held  that  the  Defendant's 
affidavit,  though  required  for  the  purpose  of  pledging  him- 
self to  the  bona  fides  of  the  application,  could  not  be  looked 
at. for  the  purpose  of  explaining  or  contradicting  the  evi- 
dence given  at  the  trial.]  Hawker  v.  Seale  (b)  is  an  au- 
thority to  show  that  both  before  and  since  the  passing  of  the 
Evidence  Act,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  sect.  4  of  which  provides 
that  nothing  in  that  Act  shall  apply  to  suits  instituted  in 
consequence  of  adultery,  the  affidavit  of  the  party  himself 
has  been  receivable  on  motion  for  new  trials  in  actions  of 
crim.  con.  lErle,  C.  J.  We  think  that  it  will  be  as  well 
that  you  should  read  the  Defendant's  affidavit — not  how- 
ever assuming  that  it  is  admissible;  but  if  it  be  relevant, 
and  it  becomes  material  to  consider  its  admissibility,  the 
question  may  be  argued  afterwards.] 
The  affidavit  was  then  read  by  him. 
It  stated  that  the  whole  of  the  income  derived  by  the 
Defendant  from  all  his  property  did  not  to  exceed  750/.  per 
annum,  of  which  664/.,  or  thereabouts,  was  income  which 
terminated  with  his  life;  that  it  was  not  true  that  he 
seduced  the  Plaintiff;  that  his  acquaintance  with  her  com- 
menced on  the  occasion  of  his  meeting  and  speaking  to  her 
in  Oxford  Street,  in  July,  1863,  when,  at  his  request,  she 
went  and  lunched  with  him  at  a  confectioner's,  and  that  on 
the  same  occasion  she  accompanied  him  to  a  silk  mercer's, 
where  he  purchased  for  her  fourteen  yards  of  blue  glac^  silk, 

(a)  1  C.  B.,  N.  S.  660.  (6)  17  C.  B.  595. 
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some  lace,  and  a  shawl  for  which  he  paid  5/.  Ids.  8d.,  and        1866. 
which  she  accepted  frora  him  as  a  gift;  that  on  the  same       si^lJi^T 
occasion,  in  reply  to  a  certain  request  made  by  him,  she     _     •• 
made  use  of  the  words  **  I  am  unwell,  another  time  ; '  that 
a  day  or  two  afterwards  she  met  him  by  appointment,  and 
accompanied  him  alone  to  Cremorne  Gardens ;    and  that 
he  first  had  sexual  connexion  with  her  on  that  occasion, 
without  anything  on  the  subject  of  marriage  having  been 
mentioned  or  alluded   to  directly  or  indirectly,  at  a  house 
of  ill-fame  near  the  gardens,  within  a  quarter  of  an  hour 
after  they  met  there ;  that  she  accompanied  him  to  and 
stayed  with  him  in  the  house  without  any  objection,  and 
that  the  connexion  was  entirely  without  objection  or  con- 
dition on  her  part. 

[Keating^  J.     If  counsel  is  instructed  to  put  questions 

'0  cross-examination  conveying  imputations,  and  in   the 

ttercise  of  his  discretion  does  so,  the  consequence  is  that 

"  he  does  not  meet  with  the  answers  which  he  expects 

^^y  recoil  upon  his  client.]      [Erie,  C.  J.     As  far  as  I 

^ould  see  every  one  of  the  imputations  failed.     The  com- 

P^ion  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  as  it  was  suggested  had  lived 

V  Casual  means,  had  become  a  married  woman,  and  was 

^'^ployed  to  make  the  marriage  dress.     The  whole  of  the 

^^^tions  which  the  Defendant's  counsel  had  been  instructed 

^  ^ftk  came  back  with  a  most  awful  rebound.     It  was  im- 

'^^^^  to  the  Plaintiff's  mother   that  she   had    sold   her 

^^Ughter  to  a  wealthy  proposer.     That  was  rather  incon- 

^tent  with  the  expression  of  his  wish  that  the  Plaintiff 

f*^ould  be  properly  educated  and  taught  music,  and  his 

*^^tructions  for  the  preparation  of  the  wedding-dress  and 

^^  orange  blossoms.] 

M^iLLES,  J.    This  rule  was  asked  for  upon  two  grounds : 

*^^  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  misdirected  the  jury;  and, 

^^ly>  that  the  damages  are  excessive.     As  to  the  first 

&*ound  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  misdirection. 
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Da  Coita. 


1866.  I"  estimating  the  amount  of  damages  in  this  species 
BgjjuY  ^^  action  the  jury  are  not  limited  to  the  pecuniary  loss 
suffered  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  are  at  liberty  to  take  into 
their  consideration  the  injury  done  to  her  feelings  and 
affections.  This  has  been  laid  down  so  often  and  acted 
upon  so  frequently  by  juries  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  do 
more  than  refer  to  Smith  v.  Woodfine  (a),  as  containing  all 
the  authorities  upon  the  subject.  The  supposed  misdirec- 
tion consisted  in  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  pointing  out  to  the 
jury  the  contrast  between  the  position  previously  occupied 
by  the  Plaintiff  as  the  daughter  of  an  honest  mother  and 
one  of  a  respectable  family,  and  her  present  degraded 
condition,  that  she  had  brought  desolation  upon  her  home, 
and  directing  their  attention  to  that  as  a  circumstance  to 
enhance  the  damages.  If  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  had  in- 
tentionally directed  the  jury  or  had  been  understood  by 
them  to  lay  down  that  they  were  entitled  to  give  damages 
to  the  Plaintiff  as  a  solatium  for  the  injured  feelings  of  the 
mother  and  her  family  at  home,  as  well  as  the  Plaintiff's, 
undoubtedly  that  would  have  amounted  to  misdirection ; 
but  it  is  clear  that  my  Lord  did  not  intend,  and  could  not 
have  been  understood  as  intending,  that  they  should  take 
any  such  course  as  that.  The  summing-up  amounts  to 
this — that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  damages  not 
only  for  her  loss  in  not  becoming  the  wife  of  a  person  of 
property,  but  for  the  aggravation  of  that  loss  by  reason  of 
the  Defendant's  breach  of  promise  having  followed  upon 
the  seduction,  and  the  Plaintiff's  future  prospects  of  being 
married  to  another  person  being  thereby  materially  les- 
sened. No  doubt  it  was  also  my  Lord's  intention  to  point 
out  that  the  Plaintiff  would  return  to  her  family  not  as  a 
virtuous  and  respected  member  of  it,  but  shut  out  from 
the  consideration  she  had  previously  held  there,  and  com- 
pelled as  it  were  to  skulk  into  the  home  she  had  made 
desolate,  unable  to  lift  her  eyes  to  those  of  the  other  mem- 
Co)  1  C.  B ,  2V.  S.  660. 
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bers  of  her  fkmily ;  and  I  apprehend  that  the  mortification  1866. 
which  a  woman  must  feel  under  such  circumstances  in  not  berrt 
being  able  to  look  her  family  in  the  face  must  be  taken  *- 

into  account.  The  authorities  show  that  the  damages  in 
an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  are  to  be 
estimated  differently  from  those  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary 
breach  of  contract.    There  was  therefore  no  misdirection. 

With  regard  to  the  2nd  point ;  the  Court  is  called  upon 
to  exercise  an  exceedingly  nice  jurisdiction,  and  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  us  to  take  care  that  we  do  not  exceed  our  pro- 
vince by  trenching  upon  that  of  the  jury.  In  Smith  v. 
Woodfine  {a)  the  jury  gave  3,000/.  damages,  and  there  was 
a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new  trial  upon 
that  ground,  following  much  the  same  course  as  here ;  but 
it  is  there  laid  down  that  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with 
the  discretion  of  the  jury  as  to  the  amount  of  damages, 
unless  there  has  been  some  obvious  error  or  misconception 
on  their  part,  or  it  is  made  apparent  that  they  have  been 
actuated  by  undue  motives. 

It  has  not  been  suggested  in  the  present  case  that  there 
has  been  any  error  or  misconception  on  the  part  of  the 
jury.  All  the  facts  were  before  them.  Then  were  they 
actuated  by  any  undue  motive?  The  only  ground  upon 
which  we  are  asked  to  interfere  is  that  the  damages 
were,  as  it  is  said,  extravagantly  excessive.  But  it  is 
impossible  to  exclude  from  our  consideration  that  not 
only  did  the  Plaintiff,  a  poor  girl,  by  the  breach  of  the 
Defendant's  promise,  lose  the  opportunity  of  marrying 
a  gentleman  in  a  much  higher  position  in  life  than  her 
own,  and  by  being  deprived  of  her  virtue  lose  the  oppor- 
tunity of  contracting  a  happy  marriage  with  another  man  ; 
but  that  at  the  trial  imputations  were  heaped  upon  her  and 
those  connected  with  her,  and  it  was  attempted  to  save  the 
Defendant  from  damages  at  the  expense  of  the  Plaintiff's 
character  and  that  of  the  other  members  of  her  family. 

(a)  1  C.  B.,  N.  S.  660. 
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Berrt 
Da  Coita. 


That  having  been  the  course  taken  and  the  imputations  not 
having  been  established,  the  Defendant  cannot  complain 
that  the  jury,  who  were  but  men,  found  their  verdict  for  an 
amount  which  was  probably  more  than  they  would  other- 
wise have  given.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  what  amount 
should  be  given.  I  am  bound  to  say  that  I  think  it  was  a 
case  for  considerable  damages,  and,  though  the  amount 
given  is  more  than  perhaps  I  should  have  felt  disposed  to 
give,  I  cannot  say  that  it  was  too  large. 


Keating,  J.  I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion,  and,  on 
the  first  point,  agree  entirely  with  my  Brother  Willes  as  to 
what  was  the  effect  of  my  Lord's  direction.  The  jury 
could  not  have  been  misled  by  the  observations  that  have 
been  referred  to,  because  before  they  were  made  my  Lord 
had  stated  to  the  jury  clearly  and  distinctly  for  what  they 
might  give  damages,  and  afterwards  repeated  a  similar 
statement.  I  also  agree  with  my  Brother  Willes  as  to  the 
functions  of  the  Court  in  dealing  with  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 
The  amount  of  damages  was  upon  a  very  liberal  scale  ;  but 
was  not  so  large  as  to  justify  us  in  setting  aside  the  verdict 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  excessive. 


Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree  with  my 
Brothers  that  there  was  no  misdirection,  for  the  reasons  that 
have  been  given.  As  to  the  damages  I  agree  that  the  juris- 
diction to  be  exercised  by  the  Court  in  reviewing  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  ought  to  be  exercised  with  discretion.  In 
cases  of  this  description  it  is  not  as  in  commercial  cases, 
where  there  is  something  like  a  standard  of  damages,  by 
which  the  propriety  of  the  amount  given  may  be  judged  of, 
but  it  is  peculiarly  for  the  jury  to  say,  having  regard  to  all 
the  surrounding  circumstances,  what  is  the  proper  amount 
of  compensation.  It  is  impossible  to  analyze  the  elements 
of  their  verdict,  or  tell  in  what  light  they  may  have  viewed 
the  evidence.    They  are  clearly  entitled  to  take  into  their 
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consideration  not  only  the  pecuniary  and  worldly  loss  of  the        1866. 
PlaintiflTi  but  also  her  wounded  feelings  and  altered  social        Berrt 

I»**^'on-  Da  Coma. 

X*hen  with  regard  to  the  condition  in  life  of  the  Defend- 
ant. There  was  evidence  that  he  was  possessed  of  an 
income  of  between  600/.  and  700/.  per  annum  ;  and  it  was 
suggested  that  he  had  large  expectations.  But  he  had  the 
means  at  the  trial  of  proving  what  his  property  really  was, 
and  did  not  avail  himself  of  them ;  and,  even  now  when  Mr. 
HuddUston  moves  upon  the  Defendant's  affidavit  to  inform 
the  conscience  of  the  Court,  the  guarded  way  in  which  the 
afidavit  is  framed  does  not  cure  the  omission.  It  appears, 
ho^rever,  even  upon  that  affidavit  that  he  has  a  large  in- 
come, and  he  is  certainly  a  gentleman  whose  property  is 
considerable. 

Adhere  imputations  on  the  character  of  the  Plaintiff  have 
been  made  by  the  Defendant's  counsel,  acting  upon  his  in- 
atructions,  and  have  failed,  a  jury  may  have  thought  that 
they  ought  not  to  have  been  made  without  some  proof 
being  given  of  their  genuineness.  Without  saying  what 
datnages  I  should  have  given,  I  think  it  is  clearly  not  a 
case  for  the  interference  of  the  Court. 

Erle,  C.  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Seagrave  v.  The  Union  Marine  Assurance 

February  26.  CoMPANY. 

Marine  policy.      I.  The  fact  of  a  person  being  named  both  shipper  and  consignee  in  a  bill  ol 
Insurable  inU'  lading  is  prima  faciei  but  not  conclusive,  evidence  of  an  insurable  in- 

resi,  terest  in  him.     If  he  is  a  mere  agent  without  lien  on  the  goods,  or 

possession  of  them  as  bailee,  or  liability  to  account  for  their  loss  by  the 
perils  insured  against,  he  has  no  insurable  interest. 
2.  Semblct  a  mere  agent  witliout  possession  or  lien  has  not  an  insurable 
interest  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  goods,  simply  because  hia 
name  appears  in  thie  bill  of  lading  instead  of  that  of  his  principal. 
S.  The  PlaintitT's  firm,  brokers  at  Lirerpoolt  having  received   an  order 
from  M.f  of  Londonderry^  to  ship  him,  as  they  were  in  the  habit  of 
doing,  some  p^uano,  wrote  to  M.  that  they  had  engaged  a  ship  to  de- 
liver the  goods,  and  stated  the  price ;  and  asked  him  if  he  proposed  to 
insure.     Ai.  insured  the  goods;  and  next  day  replied  to  Plaintiff  thus: 
"  I  cannot  understand  this  (the  price),  when  I  know  that  M.  L.  supplies 
you  guano  in  Scotland  at  9/.  \5s.  net  there  to  dealers ;  besides,  I  look 
as  heretofore  for  the  special  allowance  made  to  me  at  the  origin  of  our 
transactions;  and  now  that  you  are  making  some  arrangements,  it  may 
be  as  well  that  I  should  know  how  we  are  to  get  on  for  the  future.*' 
M.  did  not  countermand  the  goods ;  and  the  Plaintiff  shipped  guano, 
of  which  D.  &  Co.  were  the  sellers.     On  receipt  of  M.'s  letter,  Uie 
same  day,  4th  March^  he  obtained  from  the  captain  a  bill  of  lading 
making  the  goods  deliverable  at  Londonderry  "  to  the  order  of  O.  S.  &  Co. 
(the  Plaintiff's  firm)  or  their  assigns;"  and  by  the  invoice  the  goods 
were  described  as  "  delivered  to  account  of  3/.*'     Plaintiff's  firm  also 
on  that  day  insured  the  goods  with  the  Defendants^    On  the  7th  the 
ship  and  cargo  were  totally  lost.     On  the  9th  Af.  and  the  Plaintiff  met, 
while  ignorant  of  the  loss,  and  having  agreed  as  to  price,  the  Plaintiff 
thereupon  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading,  and  handed  it,  with  the  invoice, 
to  3/.,  who  accepted  a  bill  for  the  amount.     M.  then  brought  an  action 
against  his  underwriters,  recovered  1,200/.,  and  was  paid  1,150/..  and 
this  was  the  amount  at'  which  the  goods  were  valued  in  the  now  Plain- 
tiff's policy,  and  M.  paid  D.  &  Co.  in  full.     The  Plaintiff  then  brought 
this  action,  averring  an  interest  in  himself,  and  claiming  in  effect,  and 
really  for  the  benefit  ot  A/.,  the  following  items — viz.,  50/.  of  the  former 
verdict  not  paid,  49/.,  extra  costs,   104/.   difference   between  the  in- 
terest which  he  recovered  and  the  interest  which  he  had  to  pay  his  own 
bankers  in  order  to  raise  money,  and   20/.  travelling  expenses,  not 
alleged  to  be  connected  with  the  insurance;  and  he  obtained  a  verdict 
for  200/.     Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  insurable  interest;  and  the 
Court  refused  to  amend  the  declaration  by  inserting  a  statement  of  in- 
terest in  Plaintiff's  principal,  on  the  ground  that  Af.  was  the  real  Plain- 
tiff in  the  action. 

rpHE  main  facts  of  this  case  have  already  been  reported 
under  the  name  of  Joyce  v.  Sivann  (a).     The  pro- 
ceedings in   the    present  action  and  the   additional    facts 
proved  are  fully  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.     It 

(fl)  17  C.  B.,  JV.S.84. 
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will     be  sufficient  to  state  here  that  the  cause  was   tried        1866> 

befioFe  Martin,  B.,  at  Liverpool,  at  the  Winter  Assires,  Siaorave 
ISSG,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  sued  on  a  policy  of  insurance        Union 

eSec^ted  on  the  same  cargo  as  was  insured  by  the  Plaintiff  iuramci  Co' 


in  't^lie  former  action,  and  valued  at  1,150/.     It  being  ob- 
jected that  the  Plaintiff  in  this  action  had  no  insurable 
iaberest,  the  learned  Judge  ruled  to  the  contrary,  and  a 
terdict  was  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  for  200/. 

In  Hiliiry  Term  a  rule  was  obtained  by  the  Defendants, 
calling  upon  the  Plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  that  verdict 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had  between  the 
parties,  on  the  grounds,  1st,  that  the  Judge  misdirected  the 
]ary,iQ  telling  them  that  the  facts  proved  established  a  suffi- 
cient insurable  interest  in  the  Plaintiff;  2nd,  that  there  was 
no  sufficient  evidence  of  an  insurable  interest  in  the  Plaintiff 
to  entitle  him  to  recover;  3rd,  that  there  was  a  material 
▼ariance  between  the  policy  as  set  out  in  the  declaration  and 
the  policy  proved,  in  this,  that  the  declaration  alleged  the 
iiiaurance  to  be  absolute  and  unqualified,  whereas  the  policy 
^^^^tained  the  qualifying  words  following,  ''such  losses  and 
^^oiages  thereinafter  expressed  as  might  happen  to  the 
^'^oject-matter  of  the  policy  and  might  attach  to  the  policy;" 
and  ^hy,  in  the  event  of  the  rule  being  made  absolute,  the 
^fWndants  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  pleadings 
^e  cause,  in  such  manner  as  might  appear  right  to 
*^  Court. 

The  rule  was  argued  on  the  9th  February. 


Welly  Mellish  and  Potter  showed  cause  and  contended, 

"^^^a  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  that  the  Plaintiff 

^^Uld  succeed,  to  overrule  the  decision  in  Joyce y.Swann  {a) ; 

^^'^t  although  the  Court  held  that  the  Plaintiff  in   that 

,  ^^ion,  the  purchaser  and  an  insurer  of  the  goods,  again 

•  '^^Ured  by  the  present  Plaintiff,  had  an  insurable  interest, 

^^t.  here  as  the  parties  were  not  the  same,  and  the  evi- 

^Hce  was  in  some  respects  different,  it  W{is  possible  that 

(fl)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S  84. 
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1866.  the  present  Plaintiff  also  had  an  insurable  interest;  2nd; 

Seaorave  that^  assunaing  there  was  a  complete  contract  passing  the 

UnTon  property  to  M^  Carter,  the  real  Plaintiff*  in  Joyce  v.  Swann 

Marine  Ai-  there  might  still  be  an  insurable  interest  in  the  present 

lURANCE  Co.  °  ,  .  . 

Plaintiff*,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  agent  dealing  witt 
goods  in  his  own  name,  making  himself  personally  liable 
for  freight,  and  personally  liable  to  M*  Carter  \  and  3rdly. 
that  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  Plaintiff*  was  not  necessary  tc 
maintain  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance.  They  re- 
ferred to  1  Arnould  on  Insurance  (a),  and  Phillips  on  In- 
surance {b).  [Willes^  J.,  referred  to  Browne  v.  Hare{c)'\ 
The  point  as  to  variance  was  not  pressed. 

Temple,  C,  Russell  and  Cohen,  in  support  of  the  rule, 
proceeded  to  show  that  there  was  a  complete  bargain 
between  the  Plaintiff*  and  M'Carier,  passing  the  property 
in  the  guano  to  the  latter ;  but  the  Court  intimated  that 
the  decision  in  Joyce  v.  Swann  was  conclusive  on  that  point 
They  then  argued  that  the  Plaiatiff*  had  no  insurable  in- 
terest, stating  that  he  never  had  physical  control  over  the 
goods,  nor  had  been  consignee  of  them  ;  that  he  was  a  mere 
conduit  pipe  to  direct  tlie  destination  of  the  goods  for  sale; 
that  he  had  no  lien  in  respect  of  any  advance ;  that  the 
facts  proved  at  the  trial  were  the  same  as  in  Joyce  v. 
Swann,  or,  if  diff*erent,  were  rather  in  favour  of  the  present 
Defendants;  and  that  if  the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading  were 
relied  on,  it  was  not  conclusive  against  the  Defendants. 
They  cited, in  addition  to  cases  mentioned  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  Lucena  v.  Craufurd  (d) ;  Morgan  v.  Price  (e) ; 
Sparkes  v.  Marshall{f);  and  referred  to  Duer  on  Insur^ 
ance(g),  citing  De  Forest  v.  The  Fulton  Fire  Insurance 

(a)  Srd  ed.  pp,  66,  67. 

(b)  Paget  177,  178,  t,  311,  3rd  ed,  (c)  4  U.  ^  N,  822. 

(d)  In  etror,  2  B.  ^  P.,  N,  R,  269;  per  Lawrence,  J.,  pp,  300,  301 ;' 
per  Lord  Eldon,  pp,  321,  32^. 

(e)  4  Ex,  615. 

CO  2  Bing.,  N.  C,  761.  (g)  Vol.  2,  pp.  104,  105. 
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C5^.  fa);  Wolff  y.  Homcasile(b);   Conway  v.  Gray  (c);  Car-        1866, 

nt/k^rs  ▼.  Sheddon{d);  and  to  1  Phillips  on  Insurance  {e).     Seaorayb 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  UnVom 

Marine  Ai- 

^^ILLES,  J.y  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court :      suramcb  Co. 
T^bis  was  an  action  upon  an  insurance  of  guano,  valued 
at  1  ,150/.,  on  board  the  Ann  and  Isabella^  from  Liverpool 
to  Juondonderry. 

1*he  declaration  averred  interest  in  the  PiaintifT,  George 
Se€jS£irave,  only.  The  pleas  denied,  first,  the  policy,,  upon 
which  nothing  turns  ;  and  secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
an  insurable  interest. 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin^  6.,  at  the  last  Winter 
A&sizes  at  Liverpool^  the  Plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  200/. 
In  the  last  term  the  Defendant  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial  upon  various  grounds,  which  came  on  for  argument  at 
the  sittings  after  term,  before  Keating  and  Smith,  J  J., 
and  myself,  when  we  took  time  to  consider. 

It  appears  that,  in  the  year  1864,  M* Carter,  of  Lon- 
donderry, suing  in  the  name   of  Joyce,  recovered  in  this 
vH>urt  against  Swann  and  other  underwriters,  upon  an  insur- 
*oce  upon  the  same  cargo  for  the  same  voyage,  the  sum  of 
^j200/.^  of  which  he  received  1,150/.     M*  Carter's  interest 
^^s  alleged  to  be  that  of  buyer  of  the  guano,  before  its  loss, 
^onx  the  now  Plaintiff's  firm ;  so  that  one  set  of  under- 
^■^ters  has  already  paid  the  whole  amount  at  which  the 
S^^no  was  valued  and  insured  in  the  policy  now  sued  upon. 
*  he  details  werea's  follows:  —  Upon  the  14th  o{  February, 
^3,  M* Carter,  vfho  had  from  time  to  time  bought  guano 
^f  through  the  now  PlaintifTs  firm,  wrote  to  them,  stating 
^^  if  it  suited  them  to  ship  soon  100  tons  of  guano,  at 
•  6rf.  freight,  to  be  paid  for  the  1st  of  May,  they  might 
^    Bo.     Upon  the  26th  of  February  the  Plaintiff's  firm 
^^te  to  M*  Carter,  stating  that  they    had  engaged  the 
'^'^n  and  Isabella  to  take  about  1 15  tons,  at  65.  6d.,  and 

l«)  1  Hall,  Rep.  (American)  84.  (d)  6  Taunt.  14,  and  id  ,  p.  209. 

iM)  1  B.^  P.  316.  (c)  Sectiont  175  and  309. 

Vc)  10  East,  536. 
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1866.        that  they  expected  to  have  the  cargo  on  board  about  the 
Sbaoravb     middle  of  the  next  week,  and  proposed  to  draw  upon  him 

Uhion        ^^^  5^  ^^  ^0/.  per  ton.     M' Carter  must  have  made  up  his 
mind  to  take  the  cargo  thus  ofTered,  for  he  did  not  write 
to  countermand  it ;  and  upon  the  2nd  of  March  he  effected 
an  insurance,  throuj^h  one  Joyce,  of  this  very  cai^o,  per 
Ann  and  Isabella,  for  1,200/.  Upon  the  Srd,  he  wrote  com- 
plaining that  the  price  charged  was  lOZ.  a-ton,  when  it  was 
only  9/.  \5s.  net  in  Scotland,  but  not  refusing  it;  on  the 
contrary,  stating  that  he  expected  the  usual   allowance, 
which  was  a  matter  of  course.     Upon  the  4th  of  March 
the  cargo  was  shipped  at  Liverpool,  under  a  bill  of  lading, 
making  the  goods  deliverable  "  to  the  order  of  George 
Seagrave  k  Co.  (the  Plaintiff's  firm),  or  to  their  assigns." 
The  invoice  was  made  out  the  same  day,  describing  the 
guano  as  "  delivered  to  the  account  of  M^  Carter ^^^  accord- 
ing to  the  letter  of  the  26th  of  February.    Then  the  Plain- 
tiffs firm  having,  upon  the  4th   of  March,  received  the 
letter  of  the  3rd,  effected   with  the    present  Defendants 
the   policy  upon  which  this  action  is  brought^  upon  the 
cargo,  valued  at  1,150/.,  to  which  extent,  from  that  time, 
there  were  two  insurances.     The  Plaintiff  at  that  time  was 
at  Belfast,  and  intended  to  visit   Londonderry;  and  the 
invoice  and  bill  of  lading  were  forwarded  to  him,  to  be 
handed  there  to  M^  Carter.     Upon  Saturday,  the  7th  of 
March,  in  the  evening,  the  Plaintiff  arrived  at  iVCarter^s 
private  house,  upon  a  visit,  and  informed  him  of  what  had 
been  done,  to  which  M*  Carter  made  no  objection.     After- 
wards,  upon  that  night,  the  ship  and  cargo  were  lost.  Upon 
Monday  the  9th,  before  the  loss  was  known,  the  Plaintiff 
and  M^  Carter  went  to  the  office  of  the  latter,  and  there, 
without  more,  the  bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  by  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  handed  to  M* Carter  with  the  invoice;  and  he 
accepted  a  bill  fur  the  amount     They  learnt  of  the  loss  the 
same  day ;  but,  so  far  as  appears,  neither  did  M' Carter  ask 
to  have  back,  nor  did  the  Plaintiff  offer  to  return  the  bill ; 
indeed,  that  would  have  been  inconsistent  with  all  that  had 
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p£^98ed,  and  especially  with  M^Carter's  tacit  assent  upon        1866. 

th^    Saturday  evening  before  the  loss,  and  the  payment     Seaorav* 

urxsn  the  Monday  accordingly.     Further,  upon  hearing  of       Uniom 

tlm^  loss,  M^  Carter  asked,  not  for  his  bill,  but  for  the  policy    suramceCo. 

eflR&cted  by  the  Plaintiff,  which  the  latter  declined  to  give, 

armd  referred  M*  Carter  to  his  own  underwriters.     Both 

p«Lx*tie8,  therefore,  treated  the  purchase  as  being  between 

themselves  effectual  and  binding,  which  it  could  not  have 

been  unless  complete  before  the  loss.  Accordingly,  ilf*  Carter 

brought  the  action  in  the  name  of  Joyce  against  his  under- 

writers;  and  principally  upon  his  own  evidence,  with  that 

or  tJie  documents,  but  without  calling  the  now  Plaintiff  as 

&     ^fitness,  he  established  in  fact,  to  the  satisfaction  of  a 

io^arfon  juiy,  under  the  direction  o{  JErle,  C.  J.,  and  after- 

w^'i'ds  in  law,  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  Court,  that  what 

^^  parties,  buyer  and  sellers,  had  agreed  to  act  upon  was 

^^  true  construction  of  the  transaction ;  and  that  the  sale 

^^-s  completed  by  the  letters  of  the  26th  of  February^  acted 

^F>on  by  the  sellers  by  shipping  on  account  of  il/* Career, 

^'^cl  by  M^Carter  by  not  rejecting  the  offer,  by  insuring 

^pc^n  the  2nd  of  March  (the  goods  being  at  his  risk  as  well 

^*  on  his  account),  by  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  March^  which 

^   this  Court  was  considered  as  a  reluctant  assent  to  take 

^^  cargo,  by  his  assent  and  acquiescence,  upon  the  evening 

^^  Saturday,  the  7th  of  March,  when  Seagrave  (the  Plain- 

■ft*)  informed  him  of  what  had  been  done,  by  taking  the 

^•1|  of  lading,  and  paying  upon  the  9th,  without  any  new 

^•"ins,  showing  that  the  transaction  was  complete  at  latest 

^iVDn  the  Saturday ,  and  by  acting  upon  the  sale  as  valid 

'^fer  news  of  the  loss.     The  non -indorsement  of  the  bill  of 

^  '^  ing  before  the  loss  did  not,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to 

exclude   that  conclusion :    Coxe   v.   Harden  (a) ; 

^owne  y.  £[are{b).   M* Carter,  the  buyer,  thus  obtained 

•'^^gment  for   1,200/.,  and  he  has  been  paid    1,150/.,  the 

V^ole  amount  at  which  the  guano  was  valued  in  the  policy 

sued  upon,  and  he  paid  the  sellers  as  upon  a  success- 

(a)  4  Bast,  211.  (6)  i  H.  ^  N.  822. 
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1866.       ful  adventure;  so  that  the  sellers  got  all  they  could  have 
Seaoravb     got  if  the  cargo  was  safe,  and  thus  both  buyer  and  sellers 
Union       ^^^e  indenanified  against  any  risk  which  was  insured  against 
by  the  Defendants,  and  it  might  have  been  supposed  that 
the  insurers  had  heard  the  last  of  the  matter. 

It  appears,  however,  that  M*  Carter  was  dissatitfied  with 
the  amount  which  he  recovered  in  the  name  of  Joyce,  as  to 
the  following  particulars  detailed  by  him  at  the  trial,  vjz., 
60Z.  of  the  former  verdict  not  paid ;  49/.  extra  costs ;  104/. 
difference  between  the  interest  which  he  recovered  and 
the  interest  which  he  had  to  pay  his  own  bankers,  in  order 
to  raise  money;  20/.  travelling  expenses,  not  alleged  to 
have  come  within  the  suing  and  labouring  clause,  or  to 
have  had  anything  to  do  with  the  insurance. 

The  mass  of  these  items  was  irrecoverable  under  any  cir- 
cumstances against  the  underwriters  upon  either  policy; 
and  no  one  of  them  could  by  any  proceeding  be  justly 
claimed  against  the  present  Defendants.  M*  Carter,  how- 
ever, took  a  different  view  of  his  rights  ;  and  it  appears 
now  plainly  that,  by  arrangement  between  him  and  the 
Plaintiff,  the  present  action  was  brought  in  effect  to  en- 
force payment  of  the  enumerated  items,  though,  under 
good  advice,  a  verdict  was  not  sought  for  the  whole  1,150/.- 
— a  measure  which,  if  resorted  to,  would,  we  believe,  have 
so  demonstrated  the  impropriety  of  the  claim  as  to  prevent 
the  actual  result  of  a  verdict  in  the  Plaintiff's  favour. 

At  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  Plaintiff's  case  was  launched 
upon  his  own  evidence,  which  was  to  the  same  effect  as  that 
given  by  M^  Carter  upon  the  trial  of  Joyce  v.  Swann,  with 
the^e  exceptions, — first,  that,  after  the  examinatioi^  by  coun- 
sel was  over,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  learned  Judge 
(being  the  question  for  decision),  the  Plaintiff  made  the 
following  statement :  **  I  made  the  sale  to  AP  Carter  on 
the  9th  ;"  secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  stated,  that,  instead 
of  being  principal  in  the  actual  or  intended  sale,  his  firm 
were  only  commission  agents  (not  del  credere)  of  Dixon 
&  Co.,  of  the  same  town.     And,  although  the  objection  on 
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the  score  of  insurable  interest  was  urged  early  in  the  case,       1866. 
the  Plaintiff's  only  account  of  his  interest  was,  that  his  firm     Sbaorave 
were  brokers,  not  factors  ;  nor  did  it  appear  that  the  guano        union 

ever  was  in  their  possession  as  bailees,  nor  that  they  had  Marine  Ai- 

,.  rm-  •  1  .1  ,  .  .  tUEANCB  Co. 

any  lien.  Ine  evidence  was  quite  bare  upon  this  point; 
and  it  is  more  consistent  therewith  that  the  guano  went 
straight  from  the  stores  of  Dixon  k  Co.  to  the  ship,  and 
that  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff's  firm  was  put  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  in  accordance  with  a  not  uncommon  practice  of 
brokers  to  carry  on  business  in  their  own  names,  and  not 
because  they  had  any  other  interest  in  the  transaction. 
And  this  appears  to  be  the  reasonable  conclusion  from 
the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  gave  no  further  account 
of  his  interest  than  that  he  acted  as  broker  and  agent 
for  Dixon  k  G>.,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  he  sought 
to  recover  nothing  upon  his  own  behalf,  but  all  for 
M'Carter. 

The  last  additional  fact  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was 
examined  was,  as  to  the  payment  of  the  bill  given  him 
for  the  price  of  the  guano.  At  first  he  stated,  *'  It  has  not 
been  paid ;  200/.  or  300/.  is  still  unsatisfied ;"  *'  The  bill 
has  not  been  satisfied,  to  a  considerable  extent ;"  "  Messrs. 
-^on  have  suffered  a  loss."  But,  upon  cross-examina- 
tion, he  said:  **  JiP Carter  dishonoured  the  bill  at  first. 
It  was  satisfied  by  mutual  arrangement  We  were  put  to 
expense  by  the  dishonour  and  delay,'' — not,  be  it  observed, 
'^y  the  loss  of  the  goods. 

Now,  the  only  way  of  reconciling  these  contradictory 
^tements  is,  to  suppose  that  the  200/.  or  300/.  spoken  of 
•^y  the  Plaintiff  represent  the  200/.  or  300/.  made  up  of  the 
'temg  already  enumerated  as  claimed  by  M^  Carter ,  and 
'^hich  are,  by  agreement  with  M^ Carter  (who  is  probably 
^  good  customer),  to  be  allowed  or  not  allowed  to  him,  ac- 
cording to  the  event  of  the  present  action. 

Upon  that  evidence,  without  calling  M' Carter,  the 
'^'aintiff  relied  ;  whereupon  certain  objections  were  taken 

V0L.i.~c.  p.  Y 
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1866.       for  the  Defendants,  some  of  them  founded  upon  mere  for- 

Sbagrave     mal  variances,  to  which  we  attach  no  importance,  and  one 

Union        which  raises  the  main  question,  viz.,  that  Dixon  &  Co.,  who 

lURANCB  Co"   had  been  indemnified  by  payment,  and  not  the  Plaintiff, 

were  the  persons  interested  in  the   policy,  and  that  the 

Plaintiff  had  not  proved  any  interest  in  the  subject-matter 

of  insurance. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  these  objections;  and  the 
Defendants  called  HP  Carter  (the  real  Plaintiff)  as  a  wit- 
ness. W  Carter y  like  the  nominal  Plaintiff,  gave  evidence 
to  the  same  effect  as  in  the  former  cause  of  Joyce  v.  Swann, 
with  these  exceptions,  that,  after  the  examination  by  counsel 
was  over,  he,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  learned 
Judge  (being  the  question  for  decision),  made  the  following 
statement,  viz.,  '*  The  purchase  by  me  was  on  the  Monday 
morning,  the  9th.''  As  to  the  bill  in  payment  of  the  guano, 
M' Carter  stated:  ''It  is  paid  or  satisfied.'*  As  to  the 
items  of  claim  already  set  forth,  he  added :  ''  /expect  to  be 
made  good  this  loss  out  of  the  policy  now  sued  on.*' 

Such  being  the  evidence,  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury, 
that,  upon  M* Carter's  evidence,  it  appeared  to  him  clear 
that  there  was  no  contract  before  the  9th  of  March, 
Londonderry,  after  the  goods  were  lost;  and  upon  tha 
point  he  took  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  who  adopted 
direction  and  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff.     No  othe 
question  was  left  to  them. 

With  respect  to  the  point  of  insurable  interest,  the  learm 
Judge  ruled  as  matter  of  law  that  the  Plaintiff  had  an  in 
surable  interest,  ''  as  an  unpaid  vendor,  and  with  a  bill  o 
lading  making  the  goods  deliverable  at  Londonderry,  to  him 
or  his  assigns." 

The  damages  were  agreed  at  200/.  (representing  the 
items  already  mentioned,  or  some  of  them)  in  the  event  o: 
the  Plaintiff  being  entitled  to  retain  the  verdict 

In  the  last  Term  a  rule  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial  upon 
several  grounds,  amongst  others  a  miscarriage,  in  that  the 
learned  Judge  ruled  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
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an  insurable  interest;  and,  the  matter  having  been  fully        1866. 

argoedy  and  time  taken  to  consider^  we  are  of  opinion  that  Seaorave 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  Union 

In  considering  the  case  three  prominent  points  present  Marine  As- 

°  r  r  r  surance  Co. 

themselvesi — first,  that  both  M^ Carter  and  the  Plaintiff's 
policies  were  for  the  value  of  the  guano  only,  and  not  for 
such  extras  as  M^  Carter  detailed  in  evidence, — ^secondly, 
that  this  action  is  for  M^  Carter's  benefit, — thirdly,  that 
IPCarter  has  already  received  from  his  underwriters, 
through  Joyce,  the  whole  amount  at  which  the  goods  are 
valued  in  the  Plaintiff's  policy. 

It  was  agreed,  therefore,  that,  according  to  the  case  of 
Bruce  v.  Janes  {a)  there  was  a  complete  answer  to  any 
farther  claim.  We  need  not,  however,  consider  this  at 
present)  as  there  is  no  plea  to  raise  the  question,  and,  if 
such  a  plea  be  added,  it  may,  if  necessary,  be  discussed 
upon  a  future  occasion. 

Next,  it  appears  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge 
in  point  of  law,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  in  pursuance  of 
that  direction,  are  in  conflict  with  the  verdict  in  Joyce  v. 
Stoann  (b),  and  the  judgment  of  this  Court  thereupon,  of 
which  verdict  and  judgment  M' Carter  has  already  reaped 
and  now  retains  the  benefit.  Nor  was  the  evidence  as  to 
the  question  upon  which  the  verdict  passed  substantially 
different  from  what  was  offered  upon  the  trial  of  the  former 
action,  save  in  the  answers  given  to  the  mixed  question  of 
law,  and  reasoning  upon  facts  proposed  to  the  nominal  and 
to  the  real  Plaintiff,  and  which  was  the  very  question  to  be 
decided  by  the  Court.  Whether  such  a  result  can  be 
deemed  satisfactory,  it  is  at  present  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider ;  and  the  rule  hardly  raises  the  point  with  suflScient 
distinctness  as  an  objection  to  the  verdict. 

Thirdly,  and  lastly,  the  report  of  the  learned  Judge  is 
distinct,  that  he  thought  *'  the  Plaintiff  had  an  insurable 
interest  as  an  unpaid  vendor,  and  with  a  bill  of  lading 

(a)  1  H.  4  C.  769.  (6)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.  84. 
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making  the  goods  deliverable  at  Londonderry ^  to  him  or  his 
assigns."  In  this  statement  of  law  we  are,  after  much 
consideration,  unable  to  concur.  In  point  of  fact  the  now 
verdict  finds  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  '^  vendor/'  because 
it  finds  that  there  was  no  valid  sale,  and  no  sale  until 
after  the  loss.  In  point  of  fact  also,  the  evidence  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  o(3P  Carter  shows  that  payment  was  made 
by  bill  which  has  been  paid  or  settled ;  so  that,  if  the 
Plaintiff  was  a  vendor,  he  was  not  an  *'  unpaid  vendor." 
This  ground  failing,  and  with  it  the  argument  that  there 
might  be  an  interest  in  respect  of  commission  which  pro- 
bably, like  the  price,  was  settled  between  the  parties  as 
upon  a  valid  sale,  it  remains  to  consider  what  is  the  effect 
of  the  Plaintiff  being  named  as  shipper  and  consignee  in 
the  bill  of  lading. 

That  this  as  matter  of  fact  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
interest,  we  enteiiain  no  doubt ;  but  the  question  is,  whether 
as  matter  of  law  it  is  conclusive  that  there  is  an  interest, 
even  though  the  facts  should  show  that  the  nominal  shipper 
and  consignee  is  a  mere  agent,  having  no  lien  upon  the 
goods  for  advances,  commission  or  otherwise,  nor  the  pos- 
session or  custody  of  them  as  carrier,  factor,  warehouse- 
man, or  other  bailee,  nor  any  liability  to  account  for  their 
loss  by  the  perils  insured  against, — such  as  sustained  the 
insurance  by  a  carrier,  Crowley  v.  Cohen  (a) ;  a  ware- 
houseman declaring  himself  a  trustee.  Waters  v.  Monarch 
Fire  and  Life  Assurance  Company  (&) ;  a  bankrupt  or  in- 
solvent in  possession  of  after-acquired  property,  by  permis- 
sion of  his  assignees,  Marhs  v.  Hamilton  (c) ;  a  ship-car- 
penter having  a  lien  for  repairs,  Buchanan  v.  The  Ocean 
Insurance  Company  (e2 ) ;  or  a  person  having  an  equitable 
assignment,  Wilson  v.  Martin  {e).  The  evidence  did  not 
bring  the  Plaintiff  within  any  of  these  categories;  and  the 
loss  which  took  place  was  a  loss  of  the  goods  to  the  in- 


(a)  ZB.Sf  Ad.  478. 
(6)  5  £.  4  B.  870. 
(c)  7  Ex.  323. 


{d)  6  Cowen,  318,  329,  330. 
(€)  1 1  £j.  684. 
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teDded  seller  or  the  intended  buyer,  according  as  the  sale      .1866, 
was  complete  or  not,  and  not  a  loss  to  the  mere  interme-     Seaoraye 
diate  agents.  Union 

It  was  argued  that  the  liability  for  freight  as  shipper  guiANCE  Co! 
made  an  interest ;  but,  by  the  loss  of  the  goods  on  the  way 
the  freight  was  also  lost ;  and,  if  the  goods  had  arrived,  the 
interest  was  in  the  ship-owner's  enforcing  his  lien,  not  in  the 
goods  themselves. 

It  was  further  argued  that  the  bill  of  lading  gave  a 
remedy  against  the  master,  and  was  as  against  him  an 
estoppel;  but,  even  as  against  the  master,  the  bill  of  lading 
was  not  conclusive,  if  Dixon  &  Co.  chose  to  interfere,  and 
to  insist  upon  delivery  to  them ;  and  such  delivery  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  any  claim  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  was 
decided  in  the  case  of  Sheridan  v.  The  New  Quay  Com- 
pany (a). 

The  persons,  if  any,  interested  in  the  policy  were  Dixon 
k  Co.,  and  not  the  Plaintiff.   The  property  was  theirs.    The 
temporary  possession  of  it  was  that  of  the  ship's  master,  as 
bailee ;  the  Plaintiff,  if  there  was  a  valid  sale,  was  interested 
at  the  outside  to  the  extent  of  his  commission,  if  it  was  at 
risk,  which  it  was  not,  for  it  was  earned  by  the  fact  of  sale ; 
and  there  would  be  no  lien  for  it  against  the  buyer ;  and,  if 
there  was  ho  valid  sale,  he  was  a  mere  agent,  who  had 
suffered  nothing,  and  incurred  no  liability  by  the  loss,  for 
be  had  discharged  his  functions,  save  that  he  held  the 
shipping  documents,  subject  to  the  orders  of  his  employers. 
We  are  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been  held  that  a  mere 
agent,  without  possession  or  lien,  has  an  insurable  interest . 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  goods,  simply  because  his 
imme  appears  in  the  bill  of  lading  instead  of  that  of  his 
principal ;  and  the  general  rule  is  clear,  that,  to  constitute 
interest  insurable  against  a  peril,  it  must  be  an  interest  such 
that  the  peril  would  by  its  proximate  effect  cause  damage 
to  the  assured. 

(fl)  4  C.  B.,  N.  S.  618. 
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1866.  We  are,  thereforei  after  mach  consideration^  of  opinio) 

Seaorave     ^h^^  ^6  learned  Judge  was  wrong  in  ruling  as  matter  of  lam 

Union       ®^®°  ^^  ^^^  ®***®  ®^  ^^*®  found  by  the  jury,  that  there  wa 
Marine  As-   an  insurable  interest  in  the  Plaintiff. 

BURANCB  Co.  __,  -       -  1     1         1       ,  .  1        . 

We  were  asked  to  amend  the  declaration  by  inserting 
statement  of  interest  in  Dixon  &  Co. ;  and,  undoubtedly,  i 
Dixon  &  Co.  had  sustained  a  loss,  they  might  have  adopte 
and  recovered  upon  this  policy ;  but  we  are  of  opinion  tha 
no  such  amendment  ought  to  be  allowed  in  this  case 
because  the  action  is  in  our  judgment  brought  for  JiP  Cartel 
not  for  Dixon  &  Co.,  who  have  been  paid ;  and  such  ai 
amendment  might  tend  to  frustrate,  and  could  not  tend  t 
promote,  the  decision  of  the  question  which  this  action  wa 
brought  to  try. 

As  to  the  formal  objections  raised  to  the  declaration,  the; 
may  be  cured  by  amendment  if  and  when  the  Plaintil 
thinks  it  worth  while. 

We  give  the  Defendant  leave  to  add  a  plea  or  pleac 
within  eight  days,  upon  condition  that  the  Plaintiff*  ma; 
within  eight  days  thereafter  enter  a  stet  processus  an< 
cancel  the  policy. 

For  these  reasons,  and  with  these  directions,  the  rule  fo 
a  new  trial  is  made  absolute ;  and  we  hope  we  are  not  out 
stepping  our  province  if  we  add  a  suggestion,  that,  in  th 
event  of  the  matters  of  law  decided  by  the  Court  upoi 
this  or  the  former  occasion  being  again  contested  by  eithe 
party,  the  more  convenient  course  will  be  that  such  part^ 
should  be  put  to  raise  his  objections  by  bill  of  exceptions 
and  thus  obtain  the  benefit  of  reviewing  our  decisions  befon 
a  superior  tribunal. 

Rule  absolute. 
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^hi  Judges  present  at  the  argument  of  these  cases  were : 


WILLES,  J. 


BYLES,  J. 
KEATING,  J. 


1. 


2. 


COUNTY  OF  CAMBRIDGE. 

Smith Appellant. 

Hollow  AY,  Mills.  Southwell!  -n  j     ^ 

^^bere,  under  6  &  7  yiet.  r.  18,  ».  7,  a  person  objects  to  several  persons  County  vote, 
whose  names  appear  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  same  parish,  as  not  Notice  of  objeC' 
being  entitled  to  have  their  names  on  the  list  of  voters  for  a  county,  it  tion  to  over- 
is  not  necessary  that  he  should  give  a  separate  notice  of  objection  to  seers. 
the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  which  the  list  relates  in  respect  of  each  6  4*  7  Fiet, 
person  objected  to,  but  he  may  include  all  the  names  in  one  notice.         c,  18,  t,  7. 

A.  notice  of  objection  given  to  overseers  stated  that  the  objector  objected  Sehed.  {A») 
to  "  the  names  of  the  persons  mentioned  and  described  below  being  re-  No,  4. 
tained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  C."  and  then  set  out  the 
names,  &c.  in  a  schedule.     Held,  that  Form  No.  4.  in  Schedule  (A.) 
of  6  &  7  Fiet,  c,  18|  was  sufficiently  complied  with  to  satisfy  the  7th 
lection. 

/W  T  a  Court  held  for  the  revision  of  the  Jist  of  voters  for 

the  parish   of   Whittlesey  in  the  isle  of  Ely  and 

w>^iity  of  Cambridge  on  the  11th  October,  1865,  it  was 

?foved  that  notice  of  objection  had  been  duly  served  upon 

Jonathan   Smith  and  twenty-eight  other  persons,  whose 

^ines  appeared  in  the  list  of  voters  for  that  parish,  but 

fte  only  Dotice  of  objection  served  upon  the  overseers  was 

"^e  notice  and  schedule^  a  copy  of  which  is  printed  below. 

VOL.  i.~c.  p.  Z 
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This  notice  and  schedule  was  served  upon  the  overseers  ii 
due  time,  and  George  Moore  Smith,  the  Appellant,  b; 
whom  it  was  signed,  was  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  th* 
isle  of  Ely  and  county  of  Cambridge. 

The  revising  barrister  held  that  this  notice  and  schedul 
was  not  such  a  notice  of  objection  to  the  overseers  as  is  re 
quired  by  stat.  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  s.  7,  but  that  a  separat 
notice  should  have  been  given  to  the  overseers  in  respec 
of  each  person  objected  to,  and,  therefore,  that  be  had  n< 
jurisdiction  to  hear  the  several  objections. 

The  question  for  the  Court  was  whether  the  notice  an< 
schedule  was  a  sufficient  notice  of  objection  to  the  over 
seers,  according  to  the  form  numbered  4.  in  schedule  (A. 
to  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  18,  or  to  the  like  effect. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  wa 
sufficient,  the  names  of  all  the  persons  contained  in  thi 
schedule  were  to  be  struck  out  of  the  list. 

Jonathan  Smith,  the  only  person  named  in  the  schedul 
who  appeared  to  support  his  vote,  having  in  open  Cour 
and  in  writing  stated  that  he  declined  to  support  the  bar 
rister*s  decision,  the  barrister  named  the  four  Respondents 
being  the  overseers  of  Whittlesey,  to  be  Respondents  ii 
this  appeal. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  objection  an. 
schedule : — 

"  To  the  Overseers  of  the  Parish  of  Whittlesey,  in  the 

county  of  Cambridge, 

"  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  the  names  c 
the  persons  mentioned  and  described  below  being  retaine 
in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  Cambridge. 


Chilstian  and  Sumamc  of 

the  Voter*  objected  to  as 

described  in  the  list  or 

register. 

Place  of  abode 
as  described. 

Nature  of 
qualification 
as  described. 

Street,  lane,  or  other  lilc 

place  where  the  qnali— 

fying  property  U  sitnattf 

Ac,  as  described  in  tktf 

l:st  or  register. 

Benneitf  Charles, 

King's  Lymit 
Norfolk. 

Freehold 

brickyard 

and  premises. 

BastenkaUy  Field. 
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CThe  names  of  twenty-eight  other  persons,  including  that        1865. 
0^    JonuUhan  Smilk,  followed  in  alphabetical  order,  with        Smith 
their  places  of  abode,  tc,  respectively  under  the  above    holloway 
l^^dings  of  tlie  schedule,  which  concluded : — ] 

••Dated  the  11th  day  of  August,  1865. 

"  (Signed)  George  Moore  Smith,  of  Whittlesey.** 

JUarhby  for  the  Appellant. — The  notice   of  objection 

served  upon  the  overseers  was  sufficient.    The  question  is 

whether  it  was  necessary  under  the  statute  for  the  party 

^^jecting  to  give  a  separate  notice  in  respect  of  each  person 

^pon  the  list  of  voters  objected  to,  or  whether  he  might 

^'^clude  all  the  persons  objected  to  in  one  notice.     The  7th 

*^ct.  of  stat.  6  &7  Vict.  c.  18,  enables  persons  upon  the  re- 

Sister  to  object  to  persons  upon  any  list  of  voters  for  the 

bounty  as  not  entitled  to  have  their  names  inserted  in  it, 

*^^*ci  enacts  that  the  person  objecting  "  shall,  on  or  before 

^^«  26th  day  of  August  in  such  year,  give  or  cause  to  be 

S^^en  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  or  town* 

^'^ip  to  which  the  list  of  voters  containing  the  name  of  the 

so  objected  to  may  relate,  a  notice,  according  to  the 

nambered  (4.)  in  the  said  schedule  (A.),  or  to  the  like 

^fifevt'*    The  section  goes  on  to  enact  that  notice  of  objec- 

*^*^0  shall  also  be  given  to  the  person  objected  to  according 

another  form  in  the  same  schedule.     The  operative  part 

the  notice  here  is  in  precisely  the  same  words  as  those 

en  in  the  form  numbered  (4.),  the  only  difference  being 

^'■^at  in  the  former  the  words"  names"  and  "  voters"  are  in 

^«  plural  instead  of  the  singular  number.    It  is  therefore"  to 

^e  like  effeci*' with  that  given  by  the  statute,  and  good.  [&fe, 

^«  J.,  referred  to  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  101,  which 

^^acts, "  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate  description  of  any 

Person,  place,  or  thing  named  or  described  in  any  schedule 

^  this  Act  annexed,  or  in  any  list  or  register  of  voters,  or  in 

^y  notice  required  by  this  Act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or 

z2 
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1865.  abridge  the  opemtion  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  such  per- 
SifiTH  Boriy  place,  or  thing,  provided  that  such  person,  place,  or 
HoLLowAY.  thing  shall  be  so  denominated  in  such  schedule,  list,  register, 
or  notice  as  to  be  commonly  understood."]  It  is  the  duty 
of  the  overseers  to  make  out  and  publish  a  list  of  the  per- 
sons objected  to,  and  deliver  a  copy  of  it  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  in  pursuance  of  sections  8  and  9.  [^Keating ^  J.  The 
notice  given  here  would  rather  facilitate  the  performance  of 
those  duties.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Respondents. 

Erle,  C.  J.  The  statute  requires  a  notice  to  be  given 
to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  which  the  list  con- 
taining the  name  of  the  person  objected  to  relates, 
**  according  to  the  form  numbered  (4.)"  in  sched.  (A.), 
''  or  to  the  like  effect,"  and  the  objection  raised  to  the 
notice  here  is,  that  the  Appellant,  having  objections  to 
twenty-nine  persons,  gave  notice  to  the  overseers : — ^*  I 
hereby  ^ve  you  notice  that  I  object  to  the  names  of  the 
persons  mentioned  and  described  below  being  retained  in 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  Cambridge  f^  then  going 
on,  and  naming  in  a  schedule  the  twenty-nine  persons  ob- 
jected to.  I  hold  that  notice  to  be  sufficient,  for  the  statute 
says  that  the  notice  shall  be  according  to  the  form  (4.), 
**  or  to  the  like  effect."  I  think  the  notice  is  "  to  the  like 
effect,"  and  that  twenty-nine  separate  sheets  of  paper  were 
unnecessary.  Moreover,  I  think  that  the  words  in  the  heal- 
ing clause,  in  sect.  101,  are  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

By  a  notice  that  the  party  objects  to  the  names  "  men- 
tioned and  described  below"  it  is  meant  that  notice  is  givers, 
of  objection  to  each  of  those  names  respectively.      Tb^ 
decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reversed. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring. 


Decision  reversed. 
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JlfarKby  applied  for  costs ;  but  Erle^  C.  J.,  said  that  it 
was  not  the  practice  to  give  costs  where  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  is  reversed  (a). 


1865. 


Smith 

V. 
HOLLOWAT. 


November  20. 


NORTHUMBERLAND,  NORTHERN  DIVISION. 
DoDDS,  Appellant ;  Thompson,  Respondent. 

^^  oiwner  of  a  rent-cbarge  of  40».  or  upwards  per  annum,  granted  to  him  in  County  vote, 
f<ec  by  a  deed  not  containing  any  clause  of  distress,  is  qualified  to  vote  Freehold  teno* 
for  tbe  county  wherein  the  land  is  situated  as  the  owner  of  a  freehold  wtent, 
tenement  within  stat.  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  8  Hen.  6,  e.  7. 

j\  T  a  Court  held  before  the  revising  barrister  for  the  Dutrett. ' 

northern  division  of  the  county  of  Northumberland,  ,^  ^^'  '  **  ' 
^^  the  2nd  October,  1865,  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of 
^^ters  for  the  parish  of  Alnwick,  in  that  division,  one 
-^^ot^tpson  duly  objected  to  the  names  of  Robert  JDodds, 
Junior,  and  nine  other  persons^  being  retained  on  the 
-*'ntcicA  list 

"Hie  names,  descriptions  and  qualifications  of  the  persons 
*^  objected  to  stood  on  the  register  as  follows : — 


-Ootids,  Robert, 
junior. 


Jlnwick. 


Freehold  rent  issuing  out 
of  freehold  dwelling- 
houses. 


Clayport  Street^ 
Robert  Dodde, 
owner. 


**he  other  nine  persons  objected  to  were  then  described 
^^  t.be  register  in  the  same  manner,  the  qualifications  of 
^^*Xi«  being  described  as  "  Freehold  rent-charge  issuing  out 
^'  ft-eehold  house." 

*  he  several  persons  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  vote  undef 
^^   ty  virtue  of  certain  deeds,  which  were  produced  and 
proved  before  the  barrister.    A  copy  of  one  of  them  was 
^  follows:— 

**  This  indenture,  made  the  22nd  day  of  January^  1861| 


(a)  See  Rogert  an  EUctiant,  10  th  ed.,  p.  163  a. 


320  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1866.       betweeo  Robert  Dodds  the  elder,  of  Alnwick^  in  the  coon 
DoDDs        of  Northumberland f   blacksmith,   of  the   one  part,  to 
TuoMPsoN.    Robert  Dodds  the  younger,  oi  Alnwick  aforesaid,  Wa^k^^^. 
smith,  and  Adam  Dodds^  of  the  same  place,  grocer  aiK^  ^^. 
tobacconist,  sons  of  the  said  Robert  Dodds  the  elder,  oi 


-? 


€P^ 


the  other  part,  witnesseth,  that  in  consideration  of  th 
natural  love  and  affection  which  the  said  Robert  Doddi^ 
the  elder  bears  towards  the  said  Robert  Dodds  the  youi^ 
and  Adam  Dodds^  he  the  said  Robert  Dodds  the  elder 
doth  hereby  give  and  grant  unto  the  said  Robert  Dodds 
the  younger  and  Adam  Dodds,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  one 
annual  sum  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  four  pounds  foor 
shillings  of  sterling  money,  to  be  charged  and  chargeable  ^ 

upon  and  yearly  issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  those  mes- 
suages, burgages  or  tenements  situate,  standing  and  being 
in  Clay-port  Street,  in  Alnwick  aforesaid,  late  in  the  occu- 
pation of  [describing  the  late  occupiers  and  the  boundaries 
of  the  premises],  to  have,  receive,  take  and  enjoy  the  said 
annual  sum  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  four  pounds  four 
shillings  unto  and  by  them  the  said  Robert  Dodds  the 
younger  and  Adam  Dodds,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  be  paid 
on  the  25th  day  of  January  in  every  year,  free  and  clear  -^ 

from  all  deductions  whatsoever,  the  first  payment  thereof        ^ 
to  begin  and  be  made  on  the  25th  day  of  January  no^r 
instant.     In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  to  these  pre- 
sents have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals  the  day  an 
year  first  above  written.     Robert  Dodds,  senior,     (l.8.) 

'^  Signed,   sealed   and   delivered    by   the  above-nam 
Robert  Dodds  the  elder,  in  the  presence  of  John 
wick,  clerk  to  Messrs.  Spours  6i  Carr,  solicitors,  Alnwicf^ 


All  the  other  deeds  were  to  the  same  effect,  and  were 
be  taken  mutatis  mutandis  as  if  stated  as  part  of  the 

It  was  proved  that  each  of  the  grantors  named  in  tl 
several  deeds  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and 


-      to 
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tbe  iands  and  tenements  in  those  deeds  respectively  de-        1865. 


hedf  and  out  of  which  respectively  the  annual  sums  or  Dodds 
re»*t-charge8  therein  respectively  mentioned  were  therein  thompsoh 
respectively  expressed  to  be  issuing ;  that  the  same  annual 
scaxiQs  or  rent-charges  had  been  received  by  the  several 
gi'^cmtees;  and  that  the  annual  value  of  the  lands  and  tene- 
in^eciti  out  of  which  the  same  annual  sums  or  rent-charges 
respectively  were  to  issue  was  sufficient  to  answer  and  to 
pifcy  the  same  annual  sums  or  rent-charges  respectively. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  objector  that  there 
weui  no  power  of  distress ;  and  that^  therefore,  there  was 
no  sufficient  qualification. 

The  claimants  contended  that  these  deeds  were  sufficient, 
without  any  power  of  distress  being  contained  in  them,  to 
confer  a  qualification  to  vote  for  a  county ;  and  that  stat. 
4  Oeo.  2y  c.  28,  s,  5,  gave  the  grantees  a  power  of  distress. 
7he  barrister  decided  that  without  a  power  of  distress  the 
*  grants  were  respectively  insufficient  to  confer  a  qualification 
to  vote,  and  that  there  was  no  power  of  distress,  and  there- 
fore disallowed  the  claims  of  tlie  persons  objected  to,  and 
erased  their  names  from  the  list  of  voters. 

Tbe  several  parties  whose  names  were  so  erased  gave 
i^otices  of  appeal  against  the  barrister's  decision,  and  inas- 
much as  all  their  claims  depended'  and  had  been  decided 
by  hitn  upon  the  same  point  of  law,  he  consolidated  them 
^n  one  appeal. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  deeds,  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  power  of  distress,  were  respectively 
sufficient  to  confer  a  qualification  to  vote,  the  names  so 
*"^  were  to  be  restored,  and  the  register  of  voters 
'"tered  or  corrected  accordingly. 

•'iwiita  Williams  for  the  Appellant. — It  was  contended 
by  the  objector  in  these  cases  that  the  grantees  under 
^  8e?eral  deeds  had  no  power  to  distrain,  and  there- 
fore that  the  qualifications   relied   on  were  insufficient. 


\ 
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1865«       If  the  grant  of  the  rent  be,  as  here,  without  clause  oft-  ^i^ot 


DoDDs       distress,  it  is  a  rent-seek:  LitL  sect.  218;   and,  althouglr  J'^^\y 
Thomfsoh      *^®  deeds  contain  no  such  clause,  power  to  distrain  is  giver^^^g^ 
by  Stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c,  28,  s.  5,  in  words  which  are  plain  and».«-^DJ 
not  to  be  misunderstood.     That  section  recites  that  th^cffcAe 
remedy  for  recovering  rents  seek,  rents  of  assize  and  chie^^  j^f 
rents  is  tedious  and  difficult,  and  enacts,  that  all  persoofl-ix^  ^^g 
shall  have  the  like  remedy  by  distress  and  by  impouncE^    (/. 
ing  and  selling  the  same,  in  cases  of  rent-seck,  rents  vm     of 
assize  and  chief  rents,  as  in  the   case  of  rent  reserve^^^eci 
upon  lease.     The   point,   though  not  expressly  decide 
has  been  admitted  in  collateral  cases.     In  Bradbury 
Wright  fa),  where  it  was  held  that,  on  a  grant  of  a  fi 
farm  rent  without  any  deduction  or  abatement  for  or  r- 
any  respect  whatsoever,  the  grantee  was  entitled   to  r^' 
ceive  the  full  rent  without  deducting  the  land-tax,  SuUt 
J.,  said,  p.  627,  '^  If  this  rent  was  a  rent-seek,  the  distre. 
could  not  be  supported  but  on  the  authority  of  4  Geo.  Z 
c.  28, 8. 5"  So,  in  Saward  v.  Anstey  (6),  Besty  C.  J.,  in  givii 
judgment  in  an  action  on  a  covenant  to  pay  an  annuit__  — 
said,  p.  521,  "These  annuities  were  only  charges  on  tl 
estate,  and  not  personal  charges  on  the  owner ;  until  tl 
statute  of  4  Geo,  2,  c.  28,  therefore,  they  could  not  have  bi 
distrained  for ;  that  statute  has  now  given  a  distress  to 
owners  of  rents  seek."     In  Buttery  v.  Robinson  (c)  thei 
was  a  devise  of  lands  to  the  testator's  wife  for  life, 
mainder  to  his  sons  in  fee,  subject  to  the  payment  of  2( 
per  annum  to  the  Defendant  during  her  life,  to  be  paid 
the  wife  as  long  as  she  should  live,  and  after  her  deceac 
to  be  paid  by  the  testator's  sons :  in  replevin  the  Defendai 
avowed  for  arrears  of  the  rent-charge,  and  the  Plaint 
pleaded  that  no  power  of  distress  was  given  by  the  will  ;,ani 
upon  demurrer^  it  was  argued  for  the  Plaintiff  that  this  wa 
not  a  rent-seek,  in  which  case  it  might  have  been  distraint 

(a)  2  Doug.  624.  (c)  3  Bing,  392. 

(6)  2  Bing.  519. 
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for  nnder  stat.  4  Geo.  %  c,  28,  but  a  mere  personal  charge  on        1865. 
the  party  who  should  be  in  possession  of  the  land ;  and  that,        Dodds 
though  equity  might  call  the  land  in  aid  of  the  personalty,     xhompsoic, 
yet  there  could  be  no  distress.     But  Best,  C.  J.,  said,  p.  393, 
that  it  was  impossible  to  read  the  words  of  the  will  without 
holding  the  sum  bequeathed  a  direct  charge  on  the  land ; 
and  judgment  was  given  for  the  Avowant.     In  2  BlachsU 
Comm,  43,  after  an  enumeration  of  the  different  kinds  of 
rents,  it  is  said,  **  But  the  difference  between  them  (in  re- 
spect to  the  remedy  for  recovering  them)  is  now  totally 
abolished ;"  and  in  3  BUicksL   Comm.  6, — "  It  was  ob- 
served in  a  former  volume,  that  distresses  were  incident 
by  the  common  law  to  every  rent-service,  and  by  parti- 
cular reservation  to  rent-charges  also ;  but  not  to  rent-seek, 
till  the  stat.  4   Geo.  2,  c.  28,  extended  the  same  remedy 
to  all  rents  alike,  and  thereby  in  efiect  abolished  all  mate- 
nal  distinction  between  them.''     3  Steph.  Comm.  356,  5th 
^•>  is  to  the  same  effect.     In  West,  app.,  Hobson,  resp.  (a), 
^   testator  devised    lands    to    trustees    upon    trust,  inter 
^*«,  out  of  the  rents  to  pay  a  yearly  sum  of  lOZ.  a  piece 
to  each  of  the  fellows  of  Lincoln  College,  Oxford,  and 
^ii^cted  that  all   the   annual   payments  to   be   so  made 
should  be  paid  to  the  bursar  for  the  time  being,  to  be  by 
him  paid  for  the  uses  aforesaid;  and  in  the  judgment,  at 
P*  438,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  said,  "  It  was  contended,  first, 
^hat  the  claimants  had  a  right  to  vote  as  owners  of  a  rent- 
charge  of  10/.  per  annum  issuing  out  of  lands  in  Durham. 
*^^t  it  is  clearly  not  a  rent-charge,  there  being  no  power  of 
^^stress."      That  dictum   may  have  operated    upon    the 
^\ni  of  the  revising  barrister;    but   the  case  bears  no 
Analogy  to  the  present,  and   was  decided  upon  another 
ground.    Therefore,  although  it  is  said  in  Litt.  sect.  227, 
speaking  of  rent-seek,  that  "  the  lord  cannot  grant  such 
^  rent  with  a  distresse,'*  power  to  distrain  in  such  case  is 

(a)  3  C.  B.,  N.  S.  422. 
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1865.       now  given  by  stat.  4  Geo,  2,  c.  28,  s.  6.     It  is  the  practice 
DoDDf        of  conveyancers,  in  deeds  granting  a  rent-charge,  to  intro- 
THoifptoH.    ^^^^  ^  clause  of  distress;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  so. 

ManUty  for  the  Respondent. — The  stat  8  Hau  6,  c.  7, 
enacts,  that  knights  of  the  shires  shall  be  chosen  in  every 
county  by  people  dwelling  in  the  same  counties, ''  whereof 
every  one  of  them  shall  have  free  land  or  tenement  to  the 
value  of  40^.  by  the  year  at  least  above  all  charges;"  and 
the  question  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  terms  of  this 
deed,  the  claimants  were  possessed  of  a  freehold  tenement 
within  the  meaning  of  that  statute.  They  were  not^  as 
this  is  nothing  more  than  a  barren  rent,  for  the  recovery  of 
which  there  is  no  power  of  distres8«either  at  common  law 
or  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties :  LitL  sects.  217,  218; 
Co,  LitL  143  6,  144a.  [£rfe,  C.  J.  There  is  nothing 
in  Litt.  or  in  Co,  Litt,  to  show  that  a  rent-seek  may  not 
be  a  freehold  tenement  Byles^  J.  I  have  never  known 
it  to  be  doubted.  It  is  not  difficult  to  tell  what  would 
have  been  the  remedies  for  the  recovery  of  it  at  common 
law  before  real  actions  were  abolished.  WiHes,  J.  la 
Webb  V.  Jiggs(a);  where  it  was  held  that  debt  would 
not  lie  at  the  common  law  nor  by  stat  8  Ann.  c  14.  for 
arrears  of  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent  devised  payaUe  out  of 
lands  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B,y  to  whom  the  lands  were 
devised  for  life  so  long  as  the  estate  of  freehold  continued ; 
Lord  Ellenborough  said,  p.  119,  ^'It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  in  the  case  of  a  legacy  payable  out  of  land,  unless 
the  legatee  had  his  remedy  by  action  of  debt,  founded 
on  the  statute,  he  would  be  wholly  without  remedy  in 
the  courts  of  common  law ;  whereas  the  annuitant  would 
not  be  remediless,  but  would  have  an  assise  to  recover 
his  annuity.**]  The  common  law  remedy  by  writ  of  assise 
is  now  taken  away  by  stat  3  &  4  With  4,  c.  27,  «» 
36,   which  abolishes  real  actions.     Therefore,   if  stat.  4 

(a)  4  A/.  4^5.  113. 
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Cf^€}.  2,  c.  28,  had  not  passed  there  would  have  been        1865, 

DO     remedy  in  respect  of  a  rent-seek,  unless  the  grantor       Doddi 

covaU  have   been    made   liable    upon   his   implied   cove-    TsoifPfoif. 

D&Kit    But  a  grant  of  a  dry  rent,  enforceable  only  by 

a     personal  covenant,  and  not  by  entry  and  distress  on 

tlie  land,  would  not  create  a  tenement  within  stat.  8  Hen. 

6»  e.  7.    It  cannot  be  denied  that  under  stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c. 

28y  distress  will  lie,  but  that  is  a  remedy  collateral  to,  and 

not  contemplated  by,  the  deed.     Inasmuch,  therefore,  as 

there  is  in  the  deed  itself  no  power  to  distrain,  if  these 

wete  Dot  tenements  within  stat.  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  before  stat 

^  tho.  2,  c.  28,  was  passed,  they  are  not  made  so  by  that 

itflLtate,  and  confer  no  qualification. 

Jothui  WUUanu  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

£blb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 

'^▼iiing  barrister  should  be  reversed.    The  claim  on  the 

P^it  of  the  persons  objected  to,  who  are  now  Appellants, 

^^V  for  a  qualification  in  respect  of  a  fireehold  tenement, 

'^^■Hely,  a  rent  of  more  than  409.  per  annum,  charged  upon 

'^^bold  land,  and  in  the  grant  of  that  rent-charge  there  was 

^^  inention  of  any  remedy  to  enable  the  grantee  to  enforce 

P^yoient  of  the  rent.     If,  therefore,  this  grant  had  been 

'^•de  in  the  time  of  Hen.  6,  and  before  stat  4  Geo.  2, 

^  ^,  I  take  it  as  to  be  assumed,  that  it  would  have  been 

^  grant  of  a  rent-seek.     But  I   am  not  satisfied  by  the 

^^^ment  of  Mr.  Manisty  that  the   grant  of  a  rent-seek 

^trged  on  freehold  land  does  not  convey  to  the  grantee  a 

^^hold  tenement  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  Hen.  6, 

^  7«     Upon  looking  at  the  passage  in  Littleton  (a),  to 

^hidi  my  attention  has  been  called  by  my  Brother  Willes, 

(o)  Sect.  236 ;  Co.  Litl.  I6O/1— *<  Also,  of  rent  secke  a  man  may  have 

^^  ^xziie  of  mort  d'aunceater,  or  a  writ  of  ayel  or  cosinage,  and  all  other 

^'^'^ner  of  actioDf  realls,  as  the  caae  lyeth,  as  he  may  have  of  any  other 
Httt.** 
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1865.  it  is  clear  that  at  the  time  when  the  qualification  was  created 
DoDDs  '^y  Stat  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  there  was  a  remec]y  for  the  recovery 
Thompson  ^^  ^  rent-seck  by  real  action.  Then  real  actions  having 
been  abolished  by  stat  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  it  seems 
to  follow  that,  if  no  other  remedy  had  existed,  it  would 
have  been  incumbent  on  those  in  whom  rests  the  ulti- 
mate sway  of  the  power  of  the  law  to  have  found  a  remedy 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  right  either  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery or  the  Queen*s  Bench.  In  the  present  case,  however, 
there  is  no  need  to  resort  either  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  or 
elsewhere,  because  stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  5,  has  provided 
a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  rent-seck  by  distress  nomina- 
tim.  This  was  a  rent-charge  on  freehold  land  capable  of 
being  enforced  by  distress  on  the  land  under  stat  4  Geo. 
2,  c.  28,  and  was  therefore  in  my  opinion  in  all  respects 
sufficient  to  give  the  claimants  a  valid  qualification  to  vote. 

WiLLBS,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  the  case 
involves  some   nice  questions   and  is  one  on  which  we 
ought   not   to   pronounce  our  judgments    without    much 
consideration.     Prior  to  the  passing  of  stat.  3  &  4  WiU. 
4,  c.  27,  by  which  real  actions  were  abolished,  a  personal 
action  would  not  lie  against  a  terre-tenant,  because  of  the 
higher  remedy ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  cases  upon 
that  point  were  in  the  mind  of  the  revising  barrister,  and 
that  he  was  aware  of  the  difficulty  raised  by  the  question 
whether  in  cases  where  before  the  alteration  in  the  law 
the  remedy  was  by  real  action,  there  was  ex  necessitate 
rei  any  other  remedy,  and  whether  in  such  cases  a  personal 
action  could  be  maintained.     But  in  the  present  case  the 
knot  is  cut  by  stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  5,  which  gives  a. 
remedy  by  distress  upon  the  land.     In  ordinary  leases  the 
rent  is  made  payable  by  a  covenant  upon  which  an  action 
would  lie.   The  rent-charge  granted  by  this  deed  is  secured 
by  the  statutory  power  given  to  the  grantee  to  distrain  ;  and 
it  cannot  be  said  that  it  does  not  come  within  the  definition. 
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of  a  *'  tenement"  given  by  Lord  Coke :  Co.  Litt.  6  a ; 
which  iDcludes  among  other  things  **  rents,  commons,  pro- 
fits apprender  out  of  lands,  and  the  like,  wherein  a  man  hath 
any  frank  tenement,  and  whereof  he  is  seised  ut  de  libero 
tenemento*'  I  own,  therefore,  that  in  my  opinion  the  de- 
cision of  the  revising  barrister  cannot  be  sustained. 
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Btles,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  matter  would  have 
been  clear  before  the  abolition  of  real  actions.  This  rent 
issues  out  of  land,  and  is  a  freehold  tenement,  and  an  in- 
heritable tenement.  The  di£Sculty  which  I  have  felt  is  that, 
apart  from  stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  5,  there  was  no  power 
of  distress,  and  since  the  passing  of  stat  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  27,  DO  real  action  can  be  maintained,  nor,  as  it  seems, 
would  any  personal  action  be  maintainable.  But  whether 
under  such  circumstances  there  would  be  any  remedy  in 
equity,  or  whether  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  would 
interfere  by  mandamus,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say,  since  stat. 
4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s,  5,  has  provided  a  remedy  by  distress,  and 
the  doubtful  state  of  the  law  as  to  any  other  remedy  is 
^  i  fortiori  reason  for  the  application  of  the  statutory 
remedy. 

Keating,  J.  I  think  this  rent-charge  is  a  freehold  tene- 
w^enl  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  Although 
the  remedy  which  formerly  existed  for  the  recovery  of  such 
^  rent  was  taken  away  by  the  statute  abolishing  real  actions, 
that  statute  did  not  change  the  nature  of  the  tenement. 
That  which  was  a  freehold  tenement  before  still  remained 
*  freehold  tenement,  and  the  want  of  remedy  here  is  sup- 
plied by  stat  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s,  6,  which  gives  a  power 
^'distress.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the 
'evisbg  barrister  was  wrong. 

Decision  reversed. 
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Thurtday, 
January  18. 

Wednetday, 
January  31. 

Borough  vote, 
*♦  Building," 
2^3  miL  4, 
c.  45, «.  27. 
Agricultural 
and  commercial 
industry. 
Relation  of 
value  of  huild^ 
ing  to  value  of 
Itmd, 


BOROUGH  OF  TOTNES. 

NoRRisH,  App.,  Harris,  Resp. 
GiLLHAM,  App.,  Same,  Resp. 
Mason,  App.,  Same,  Resp. 
Adams,  App.,  Same,  Resp. 
Prout,  App.,  Same,  Resp. 
Berry,  App.,  Same,  R^sp. 
Hodges,  App.,  Same,  Resp. 

1.  In  determining  what  is  a  **  building  "  within  the  27th  section  of  stat. 

2  &  8  ffill.  4,  c.  4f5,  commercial  is  not  to  be  contradistinguished  from 
agricultural  industry,  and  structures  really  used  or  intended  to  b« 
really  used  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  products  of  the  latter  may 
qualify  within  that  section. 

2.  A  roofed  stone  building,  with  four  walls  and  a  door,  standing  upon  land 

occupied  with  it  at  a  rent  of  £10  per  annum,  and  used  as  a  store  for 
manure  for  the  purposes  of  the  land,  is,  so  far  as  the  use  of  the  build- 
ing is  concerned,  sufficient  to  qualify  under  that  section. 

8.  Where  in  the  case  of  a  claim  for  a  borough  vote  the  yearly  yalue  of  not 
less  than  £\0  mentioned  in  the  27th  section  of  sut.  2  &  3  IFilL  4,  c.  45, 
is  made  up  partly  by  buildin${  and  partly  by  land,  the  requirements  of 
the  section,  so  far  as  the  building  is  concerned,  will  be  satisfied  if  it  is  of 
a  permanent  nature,  useful  for  the  occupation  of  the  land  on  which  it  is 
placed,  and  bond  fide  contributes  to  the  real  yearly  value  of  the  land  to 
let ;  and  there  is  no  rule  as  to  the  proportion  which  the  yearly  value  of 
the  building  should  bear  to  that  of  the  land. 

4.  It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  revising  barrister  to  decide  whether  the 
building  fulfils  the  requisites  of  permanence,  utility,  and  contributioa 
to  the  beneficial  occupation  of  the  land. 

6.  Though  a  building  be  worth  5s.  a- year  to  a  tenant,  it  does  not  neces- 
sarily give  a  qualification,  unless  that  value  be  bond  fide  combined  with 
permanence  and  utility,  and  thereby  add  to  the  real  annual  value  of 
the  whole  to  let. 

rriHE  above  cases  were  appeals  against  decisions  of  the 
barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the 
borough  of  Totnes. 

In  the  case  of  Norrish,  app.,  Harris,  reap.,  Robert 
Harris  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Norrish  being  re- 
tained on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Tottus  in 
that  borough. 

The  name  of  John  Norrish  appeared  on  the  list  as 
follows : — 


Norrith,  John. 


Sharfiham  Farm, 
Ashprington, 


Building  and 
land. 


Ashprington  Road, 
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The  voter  occupied  a  piece  of  land  at  the  rent  of  more        1866, 
than  lOZ.  per  annum  with  a  stone  building  roofed  upon  it;      Norkish 
the  building  had  four  walls  and  a  door  which  was  kept      Harris, 
locked ;  the  voter  kept  in  the  building  guano  and  other 
manures  which  he  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  land.    The 
building  was  full. 

It  was  objected  that  the  building  was  not  a  building 

within  the  meaning  of  the  27  th  sect,  of  stat  2  &  3  WiU. 

4,  c.  45;  and  the  revising  barrister  held  that  it  was  not  a 

building  within  the  meaning  of  that  section  and  expunged 

the  voter's  name. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  was 
"WTODg,  the  name  of  John  Norrish  was  to  be  restored  to  the 
list 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  November 
20, before  Erk,  C.  J.,  Wil/es,  J.,  Byles,  J.,  and  Keating,  J. 

Hellish {Kingdon  with  him)  for  the  Appellant — This  was 
A  building  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  in  sect.  27  of  stat. 
2  &  3  WilL  4»  c.  45.  It  was  a  substantial  building,  useful 
'<>r  the  occupation  of  the  land.  In  Powell,  app.,  Horaston, 
'^P*  (a)$  it  was  held  that  a  wooden  shed,  erected  by  an 
^'©ctioneering  agent  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  vote,  was 
^ot  B  building  within  that  section  ;  and  Erie,  C.  J.,  in  bis 
judgment,  at  p.  179,  says,  "We  think  that  the  so-called 
buildiDg  is  not  of  the  class  speci6ed  in  the  statute,  that  is, 
'^  13  neither  in  the  residentiary  class  nor  in  the  class  con- 
'^©oted  with  commercial  industry."  There  the  shed  was 
^i^v-iously  not  a  substantial  bona  fide  building.  It  may  be 
^^"t  the  revising  barrister  inferred  from  that  case  an  inten- 
^^^O  in  the  Court  to  make  a  distinction  between  buildings 
'^^^^  for  commercial  purposes  and  such  as  were  used  for 
^^colture.  But  the  true  question  is  whether  the  building 
^  Substantial  and  capable  of  being  applied  to  a  useful  ^xxr^ 
P^s«;  the  particular  use  to  which  it  may  happen  to  be 
applied  is  immaterial.     A  stone  building  for  storing  guano 

(fl)  18  C.  B^N.S.  175. 
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1866.  for  the  purpose  of  farming  is  as  much  within  the  statute  as 
NoRRisH  if  it  had  been  used  for  any  more  commercial  purpose.  In 
HiEEif.  Whitmore,  a  pp.,  Bedford,  resp.  (a),  which  was  not  cited  in 
Powell,  app.,  Boraston,  resp.  (&),  a  cow-house  or  stable  was 
held  to  be  within  the  27th  section  of  stat.  2  &  3  WilL  4, 
c.  45;  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  p.  12  of  6  A/.  ^  G.,  goes  so 
far  as  to  say  that  in  his  opinion  a  room  erected  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  prospect,  or  a  dairy  standing  detached 
from  other  buildings,  would  come  within  it.     Coltman,  J.^  «  -•> 

said,  "  The  Act  embraces  all  buildings  erected  for  the  pur—  — t- 
poses  of  dwelling  or  business ;  and  agriculture  is  certainly  ^  -tfs  s 
business."  ErsMne,  J.,  said  "  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
to  limit  the  meaning  of  the  term  '  building'  to  one  used  for 
the  purposes  of  trade ;"  and  Maule,  J.,  in  delivering  judg- 
ment at  p.  13,  to  the  same  eifect,  points  out  that  the  build- 
ing there  under  consideration  might  become  a  warehouse 
or  a  shop.  In  Powell,  app..  Farmer,  resp.  (c),  the  tenant  ^  ^^ ' 
of  land  in  a  borough  erected  thereon  a  wooden  structure  ^"w  i 
with  boarded  sides,  and  a  thatched  roof,  supported  by  ^^^ 
wooden  posts  let  into  the  ground,  and  used  it  for  storing  'S  ci^ 
potatoes  and  other  things  connected  with  his  business  of  a  -is  ^a 
market  gardener ;  and  the  revising  barrister  having  found  -£>  ^d 
the  thing  so  described  to  be  a  ''building"  within  the  27th  m-§Mx 
section,  it  was  held  that  there  was  not  sufficient  in  his  de- 
scription to  authorize  the  Court  to  reverse  his  decision. 
The  structure  here  is  much  more  substantial  than  in  tha^tu;^ .^a^t 
case;  and,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was^.tf=is 
used,  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  a  storehou 
for  guano  for  the  purposes  of  the  land  and  a  storehouse  f< 
potatoes  used  by  a  market  gardener. 

Cooke  for  the  Respondent. — The  decision  of  the  revisit >g 

barrister  vvas  right  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  autho —  —    ri- 
ties.  The  words  of  the  27th  sect,  of  stat  2  &  3  WilL  4,  c. 

(a)  5  Af.  4  G.  9;  reported  in  7  Scott,  N.  K.  489, 1  Lutw.  Reg. 
10,  at  Whitmore,  app.,  The  Town  Clerk  of  Wenlock,  resp. 

(b)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  175.  (c)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S,  168. 


V, 

Harris. 
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ire  ^'anyhouse,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  1866. 
luilding,  being,  either  separately,  or  jointly  with  any  land  norrish 
nthiii  such  city,  borough,  or  place  occupied  therewith,'' 
:c.  The  "  building"  must  be  ejusdem  generis  with  the 
ouse,  warehouse,  counting-house  or  shop;  and,  though 
he  land  may  be  joined  to  it  to  eke  out  the  value,  must  be 
lie  first  consideration :  Powell,  app..  Farmer^  resp.  (a). 
lere  the  land  gives  the  primary  qualification,  and  the  storeh- 
ouse is  only  an  adjunct  to  eke  out  the  value.  In  Powell^ 
pp.,  JBoraston,  resp.  (i),  Erie,  C.  J.,  said,  p.  180,  "  The 
3gislature  intended  that  ^  building'  should  give  the  primary 
qualification;  and  that  *  land'  should  be  a  secondary  resort, 
F  the  building  was  not  worth  10/.  per  annum.  But 
land  *  would  become  the  primary  qualification,  if  a  shed 
»f  no  value  added  to  land  of  the  required  value  was  held 
o  qualify." 

JUellish  in  reply. — It  is  said  on  the  other  side  that  the 
nuilding  here  does  not  give  the  primary  qualification;  but 
Mw  can  the  proportion  which  the  value  of  the  building 
Dears  to  that  of  the  land  be  gone  into  ? 

Each  of  the  other  six  cases  mentioned  above  involved 
ie  same  question  of  law  as  Norrish,  app.,  Harris,  resp. 
Fhe  same  counsel  appeared  in  them  for  the  Appellants  and 
Respondents  respectively,  and  the  argument  in  Norrish, 
ipp.,  Harris,  resp.,  was  taken  as  addressed  to  the  Court  in 
respect  of  each  of  them.  At  the  close  the  Court  took  time 
to  consider  its  judgment,  and  subsequently  gave  judgment 
\n  Norrish,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  when  all  the  other  cases, 
except  that,  were  sent  back  for  amendment  The  state- 
ments of  fact  in  those  cases  are  printed  with  the  amend- 
ments at  the  end  of  the  following  judgment  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

(a)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  173.  (h)  18  C.  B.,  2^.  S.  175. 

(c)  Poi/,  333. 
YOL.  I.— C.  P.  A  A 
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IWi,  Is  3VrH4y  *fni^  Bftrriay,  rap^  tbe  jodgnent  of  die 

.t'vxtrtw  0>«ut  9a»  d^Tend  bj  Kai-g,  C.  J^  hi  Hilary  Tenn  od  the 
H4it«cc  *^^  -Araawry,  »  joiiow^ : — According  to  the  statement  of 
thn  ca^^  the  b«&]«iing  now  in  qoestioa  was  not  deficient 
in  reitpect  of  form  aod  darabdltr,  and  it  was  used  for  the 
porpo^ae  of  keeping  giano.  It  w«s  suggested  oo  the  argu- 
ment that  the  revising  barrister  decided  against  the  qaalifica- 
tion,  because  the  guano  was  to  be  applied  to  the  claimant's 
own  farniy  and  the  building  was  osed  solely  for  an  agricul- 
taral  purpose;  and  that,  in  thus  deciding,  he  intended 
U}  follow  an  opinion  of  this  G>arty  supposed  to  have  been 
expressed  in  the  case  of  Powell,  app.,  Boraston,  resp.  (a)« 
In  that  case  we  held  that  a  few  boards  nailed  to  some 
pofits,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  pretending  to  the  revising 
barrister  that  it  was  a  shed,  did  not  qualify;  and  we 
d  indented  from  the  opinion  expressed  in  2  Lutwyche,  p. 
M  (b),  that  any  building,  however  slight  and  unsub- 
stuntiul,  would  be  sufficient  to  qualify,  provided  it  had  a 
roof  and  was  capable  of  holding  any  articles  (c).  We 
drew  attention  to  the  words  of  the  statute  to  which  we  and 
the  r(*viHing  barristers  have  to  give  effect,  and  under  which 
w<j  are  bound  as  much  to  prevent  lawful  votes  from  being 
iuMitrali7.(*d  by  fictitious  pretences,  as  to  support  the  fran- 
cliiMe  where  the  legislature  has  given  it;  and  we  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  pretence  of  a  shed  was  not  a  build- 
ing within  **  the  residentiary  class,*'  or  ''in  the  class  con- 
neeted  with  commercial  industry,"  to  which  the  statute 
related. 

In  this  language  we  did  not  mean  to  contradistinguisli 
connneroial  from  agricultural  industry,  so  as   to  exdod 
iigrieulturo.     On  tlie  contrary,  in  applyii^  this  statate,  w 
Cim^ider  that  an  agriculturist  carries  on  at  the  same 

(>^  In  note  v»«>  to  ll'tilAM,  app^  Co.*f»w,  resp.,  vhkh  a  also 
*  C  It  *L  (O  Set  IS  C  &,  >'.  S.  I»K 
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^at  may  be  termed  a  commercial  business,  using  Uie  word        1866. 
concirnercial  in  its  widest  extension,  and  taking  all  products      Norrish 
of  industry  having  value  to  be  subjects  of  commerce  ;  and       Harris. 
that  E  building  really  used  or  intended  to  be  really  used  for 
(he  purpose  of  keeping  sucli  products  may  qualify,  whether 
they  are  intended  for  home  consumption  or  for  exchange ; 
see    Whitmore,  app.,  Bedford,  resp.  (a). 

Then,  as  the  building  now  in  question  appears  to  have 
heeii  really  used  for  warehousing  guano,  we  are  of  opinion 
tha.t  it  was  sufficient  to  qualify,  so  far  as  its  use  was  con- 
^^rned;  and  the  decision  to  the  contrary  is  reversed. 

^Vith  respect  to  the  other  cases  from  the  borough  of 
^atnes,  we  are  unable  without  further  information  to  come 
to  a.  decision.  We  therefore  send  them  back  to  the  revising 
harrister,  and  would  thank  him  to  answer  the  following 
question  at  his  earliest  convenience  : — '*  Is  the  land  with 
the  building  of  more  real  value  to  let  than  it  would  be 
^''ithout  the  building  ?"  In  answering  this  question  all 
'Uitions  of  value  for  a  vote  are  to  be  excluded. 

The  descriptions  of  the  buildings  are  not  the  same  in 
^aoli  of  these  cases ;  and  the  revising  barrister  may  adapt 
"■*  answer  accordingly,  if  he  thinks  there  is  any  substantial 
^■flference  between  them  in  respect  of  value. 

Decision  in  Norrish,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  reversed. 

The  remaining  six  cases-were  accordingly  sent  back  to 
^he  revising  barrister,  who  amended  the  statement  of  facts 
*^  each  case  by  inserting  the  value  of  the  building.    The 
^^endraents  are  printed  in  Italics.     In  each  case  the  ob- 
lation raised  to  the  vote  was  that  the  building  was  not  a 
^^Hding  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  sect,  of  stat.  2  6^3 
^tt  4,  c.  46 ;  and  the  revising  barrister  had  allowed  the 
objection,  and  expunged  the  voter's  name. 

(a)  5  If.  4-  G.  9 ;  7  Scoit,  N.  K.  489 ;  1  Lutto.  Reg.  Ca.  10, 

A  a2 
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OlLLHAH 
V. 

Haeb.18. 


In   Oillham,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  the  name  of  John 
Oillham  appeared  on  the  list  as  follows : — 


Oillham,  Johrtf 
junior. 


Bridgetoum, 
Berry  Pomeroy, 


Building^  and 
land. 


Stop  gate,  close,  and 
two  meadows  near 
WetUm  Road,  Bridge^ 
toum. 


The  voter  occupied  during  the  electoral  year  a  piece  of 
land  at  the  rent  of  more  than  10/.  per  annual,  on  which  he 
grazed  a  cow  and  other  cattle,  with  a  stone  building, 
roofed,  upon  it,  which  he  used  for  the  purpose  of  milking 
his  cow  in  and  for  keeping  hay.  The  building  had  three 
sides,  was  open  in  front,  and  had  a  loft  over,  which  was 
not  used  except  for  fowls  to  roost  in.  The  voter  was  a 
dairyman.  The  building  was  worth  about  \0s.  a  year  to  the 
tenant. 


Matcn 

V, 

Harrit* 


In  Mason,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  the   name  of   rTJiTifm 
George  Mason  appeared  on  the  list  as  follows : — 


Matcn,  Charles 
George. 


Ashprington. 


Building  and  land. 


Western  Down. 


The  voter  occupied  a  piece  of  land  at  the  rent  of  mo 
than  10/.,  on  which  there  was  a  stone  building,  roofi 
the  building  was  a  linhay,  open  to  the  field,  there  was 
crib  in  it ;  one  side  of  the  linhay  was  prolonged,  and  form 
the  back  of  a  large  tank,  which  contained  from  sixty 
eighty  hogsheads  of  water;  the  roof  of  the  tank  was  lo 
than  that  of  the  linhay ;  the  water  flowed  from  the  roof 
the  linhay  into  the  tank ;  there  was  an  internal  commu 
cation  between  the  linhay  and  the  tank ;   the  water 
used  to  water  the  cattle  which  fed  upon  the  land,  and 
drawn  from  the  tank  by  means  of  a  ball.     The  linhay 
worth  to  the  tenant  about  6s.  a-year ;  the  value  of  the 
was  not  proved,  but  it  was  worth  something. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  was  consolidated  with  six 
others. 
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n  Adams,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  the  name  of  Joseph 
ams  stood  on  the  list  as  follows  :•— 


tams,Joieph. 


Inklewood  Meadow, 


^e  voter  occupied  a  piece  of  land  of  the  value  of  more 
1:1  10/.  per  annum^  with  a  stone  building,  roofed,  upon 
Ibhe  building  had  three  walls,  and  was  open  in  front; 
re  was  a  loft  over  the  building  for  the  purpose  of  keep- 
hay;  the  land  was  used  for  depasturing  the  voter's 
t  cattle,  and  the  lower  part  of  the  building  was  useful 
ifibrding  shade  and  shelter  to  the  cattle.  The  building 
worth  to  the  tenant  about  5s.  a-year. 

lie  appeal  in  this  case  was  consolidated  with  nine 


1866. 


GlLLHAM 
O. 

Harris. 
Adamt 

V. 

Harriu 


n  Prout,  app.,  Harris,  resp.,  the  name  of  James  Bennett 
:^ut  appeared  on  the  list  as  follows : — 


^9'out,  James 
Bennett, 


ColdharbouTf 
Bridgetoum, 


Building  and 
land. 


Two  Tramridges,  Pora- 
dise  ai)d  Utile 
Field,  Bridgetown. 


rhe  voter  occupied  a  piece  of  land,  with  a  stone  building 
>ti  it,  roofed,  of  the  value  of  more  than  lOZ.  per  annum ; 
'-  building  had  three  walls,  and  was  open  in  front,  with 
>ft  over  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  hay ;  the  land  was 
<1  by  the  voter  for  the  purpose  of  depasturing  other 
^ple's  cattle,  and  the  lower  part  of  the  building  is  useful 
affording  shade  and  shelter  to  them.  The  building  was 
*4h  about  5s.  a-year  to  the  tenant. 

^e  appeal  in  this  case  was  consolidated  with  sixteen 


Proni 

V. 

Harriet 


'^^ 


4 


dt*  j; 


Jt^r-f.  *^'^h        ^^r   ¥m   '\m      linLnny 


T\^  t \tjs  wjvive^  I  ^i»si!2  :r  juut  ir  die  rait  <Jii  bk^ 
•Juir*  lO    v*r  i.-.n-im-  vci  l  nuliiiiur  Jnoa  ir :  die  boildi 
ii*i^  v,**it  K-^ot  •»i.!*  uui  I  — -crl  mil  va*  jpea  ca  fro 
tr^  ii%,-./:  ▼«  ::»^  :-:r  rnxntr  "^  TCttsr'*  ca£t!ey  and 
^Av.U^.:,--/   »M    ■-*tr:I   s:i   i5:ri:inr  KUkie   ind  iheltier 

T><^  ^y^^\  ia  th^s  cue  was  eocuc&daxai  with 


//w^««  In   Ilf^Ujn^  app.,  Henris^  resp.,  the  name  of 

//«/f !«.         Willi/im  Jlf^lgtM  i^Uxjd  on  the  list  thus : — 


IhHifM,  Thimka$  Twines,         •  BaSdiof  and  kad.      Wnr  FSHd  mad 

t  t  t 


^0 


The  vot/:r  occupied  a  piece  of  land  with  a  baOdiog  on  i 
at  tiK:  rr;nt  of  more  than  10/.  per  annum;  the  building  b 
thri?r!  Htorie  walls  and  a  roof,  but  was  open  in  front;  thv- 
Ittiid  wan  UHf:rl  by  the  voter  for  the  purpose  of  taking  i- 
other  people's  cattle  to  graze,  and  the  building  was  usef^tra  1 
an  nffordin^  shade  and  shelter  to  them.     The  building 
worth  about  «3#.  a-year  to  the  tenant. 

On  the  31  HtJiawi/ary, Keating,!.,  delivered  the  judgm 
of  \\m\  (>()urt: — In  the  remaining  registration  cases  from 
borough  of  Totnrs  we  have  had  considerable  difficulty 
arriving;  at  u  satisfactory  decision.     The  statute  descril^i 
the  ciuulificution   for  a  borough  vote^  according  to 
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eoosfruction,  requires^  amongst  other  things,  that  there        1866. 


r. 
Harris. 


shot^Id  be  a  building  having  some  permanence,  some  utility,  Gillham 
anci  some  real  value;  but  does  not  define  either  the  form 
or  Knaterials  essential  for  permanence,  or  the  kind  of  utility 
inti^nded;  nor  does  it  specify  the  proportion  which  the 
y^kl  uie  of  the  building  should  bear  to  the  value  of  the  land, 
vi>'lm^re  the  amount  of  10/.  is  made  up  partly  by  building 
mrad    partly  by  land. 

I^ooking  to  the  statements  in  the  several  cases,  and  the 
return  of  the  revising  barrister  to  the  question  put  to  him, 
i^  sippears  that  the  buildings  in  question  are  of  a  permanent 
^^  tiare;  that  they  are  useful  for  the  occupation  of  the  land 
<^»^  'which  they  are  placed,  and  bond  jide  add  to  its  real 
^^Ii-a«  to  let,  though  in  a  small  degree.  If,  under  these 
^■■"c^cimstances,  we  held  they  were  insufficient,  it  seems  to 
^^  ttat  we  should  be  defining  what  the  legislature  has  lefl 
'■^^^finite,  and  should  be  doing  an  act  of  legislation  when 
*'"^  powers  intrusted  to  us  authorize  interpretation  only, 
feel  ourselves,  therefore,  constrained  to  hold  that  the 
^^^^liiication  in  each  of  these  cases  was  sufficient,  and  that, 
^^-^**sequently,  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must 
**€versed.  We  think  it  right,  however,  to  add,  injustice 
him;  that  the  consideration  of  this  question  has  caused 
discussion  amongst  us,  and  that  the  opinion  of 
^fe  than  one  member  of  the  Court  upon  the  construction 
t.l)e  statute  has  undergone  a  change. 
Iti  pronouncing  this  decision  we  do  not  intend  to  inter- 
"^  with  the  discretion  of  revising  barristers  in  deciding 
^^*^^ther  a  building,  by  means  of  which  it  is  sought  to, 
lify,  fulfils  the  requisites  which  we  think  the  statute  im- 
i,  namely,  permanence,  utility  and  contribution  to  the 
eficia)  occupation  of  the  land,  thereby  increasing  iis  reat 
*^*^ual  value  to  let:  nor  do  we  mean  to  lay  down  as  a 
^^  that  all  buildings  of  the  present  value,  as  returned  by 
^^  revising  barrister,  necessarily  give  a  qualification,  unless 
t  value  be  bona  fide  combined  with  permanence  aud 
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1866,       utility,  and  thereby  add  to  the  real  annual  value  of 
GiLLHAM      whole  to  let. 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister,  therefore,  in  e 
of  these  cases  will  be  reversed. 


Haerii* 


Decision  in  Oillham,  app., 
the  other  cases,  reversed. 


resp* 


1865. 

TneuUtpf 
November  21. 

Stat.  6  8^7  Flet, 
c,  18, «.  4a 

Revision  of  litt^ 
Expunging 
name  without 
objection^ 


COUNTY  OF  MIDDLESEX. 
Smith,  Appellant,  James,  Respondent. 

1.  Where  the  qualification  of  a  yoter  is  good  on  the  face  of  the  regi 

and  the  retention  of  the  name  in  the  list  has  not  been  duly  objc 
tO|  a  revising  barrister  has  no  power  to  expunge  it  on  the  ground 
in  a  reported  decision  in  another  case  the  same  qualification  was 
insufficient  in  law. 

2.  So  held,  where  the  qualification  in  the  register  was  stated  to  be  a 

hold  share  in  Fulham  Bridge,  and  the  barrister  expunged  the  vot' 
name  on  the  ground  that  the  qualification  was  insufficient  in  law  < 
cording  to  the  decision  in  Tepper,  app.,  Nichohf  resp.,  18  C.  B.,  ^^ 
121. 

rnmS  was  a  case  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  for  t*-  -^^ 
-*-     county  of  Middlesex : — 

At  a  Court  held  at  Hammersmith  on  the  12th  of  Octoh 
1865,  the  revising  barrister  expunged  the  name  of 
Buckingham  Bevington  from  the  list  of  voters    for    t 
parish  of  Fulham.     The  name  stood  as  follows  upon 
copy  of  the  register  for  the  parish  as  revised  by  the 
rister : — 


«r, 

€f 

he 
Jie 
i- 


No. 


8949 


Name  of  Voter. 


Bevington,  James 
Buckingham. 


Place  of  Abode. 


Wandsworth 
Common, 


Nature  of  Qualification. 


Freehold  share  in 
Fulham  Bridge. 


Street,  Lane, 
Place,  ftc. 


On  and  abutt 
the 


Bevington  was  not  objected  to,  but  the  barrister  expun 
his  name  from  the  list  on  the  ground  that  his 
as  stated  in  the  list,  was  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  h 
to  vote  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Comm 
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Pleas  on  the  24th  day  of  November,  1864,  in  the  case  of       1865. 
XTeppeTj  app.y  NichoUy  resp.  (a),  on  an  appeal  from  a  decision        Smith 
of  the  revising  barrister  for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county        jimbs, 
oF  Surrey,  the  Court  having  in  that  case  decided  that  the 
shareholders  in  the  Fulham  and  Putney  Btidge  have  no 
qualification  and  are  not  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  their 
shares  therein.     It  was  admitted  that  there  was  no  distinc- 
tion   between  that  case  and  the  present^  but  it  was  con- 
tended^ on  the  part  of  Bevington,  that  as  no  objection  had 
been  made  by  any  party  to  his  name  being  retained  on  the 
register,  either  on  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Tepper,  app., 
Nichols,  resp.,  or  on  any  other  ground,  and  as  his  qualifica- 
tion as  stated  in  the  list  of  voters  was  in  form  and  substance 
independently  of  that  decision  suflBcient  in  law  to  entitle  him 
^  vote,  the  barrister  had  no  power  to  expunge  his  name, 
l^m  niust  treat  his  qualification  as  good  on  the  face  of  the 
'Agister  until  proved  or  shown  to  be  insu£Scient  by  the 
decision  in  Tepper,  app.,  Nichols,  resp.,   being  formally 
"*"ovight  before  him  by  means  of  an  objection  to  his  vote, 
Without  which  he  could  take  no  judicial  notice  of  such 
(ion. 
1*he  barrister  held  that  the  qualification,  as  stated  in  the 
revised  by  him,  was  in  form  and  in  substance  the  same 
that  which,  in  the  case  of  Tepper,  app.,  Nichols,  resp., 
^^d  been  decided  to  be  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  the 
^^imants  therein  mentioned  to   vote  in  respect  of  such 
^Salification,  and  that  he  was  bound  in  accordance  with 
"^^t  decision,  whether  it  was  or  not  made  the  ground  of  a 
'ornjjil  objection  to  the  name  of  Bevington  being  retained 
^^  tte  raster,  to  expunge  his  name. 

I  f  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  his  decision  was 
^""^^lag,  the  name  ought  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters 
^'^   tte  parish. 

^n  the  same  ground  the  barrister  expunged  from  the 
le  list  the  names  of  twenty-eight  other  voters,  whose 
^^^es  and  qualifications  were  set  out  in  a  schedule  an* 

(a)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  121. 
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1865.       nexed  to  this  case,  and  ordered  their  appeals  to  be  cod* 
Smith        solidated. 

Jamei.  Hayes,  Serj.  (Hon.  /?.  Bourhe  with  him),  for  the  Appel- 

lant.— The  question  turns  upon  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  18,  s.  40. 
The  qualification  of  Bevington  is  stated  on  the  register  to 
be  a  freehold  share  in  Fulham  Bridge,  In  Tepper,  app., 
Nichols,  resp.  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  shareholders  in  the 
bridge  had  not  such  an  interest  in  the  land  on  either  side 
of  it  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  registered,  and  the  barrister 
knowing  of  that  decision,  although  no  objection  was  made, 
struck  out  the  name  upon  the  ground  that  the  qualification 
was  insufficient  in  law.  But  the  qualification  upon  the  face 
of  the  register  was  good,  and  that  being  so,  whilst  no  regular 
objection  was  made  the  barrister  had  no  authority  to  ex- 
punge the  name.  Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  1 8,  ss,  7  and  8,  contains 
elaborate  provisions  in  respect  of  those  who  are  entitled  to 
object  to  persons  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  a  county,  and 
the  notices  that  must  be  served  in  such  cases.  [He  was 
stopped.] 

Ze  Breton  for  the  Respondent. — ^The  revising  barrister 
was  right  in  holding  the  qualification  insufficient  in  law, 
and  for  that  reason  expunging  the  name  under  stat  6  &  7 
Vict.  c.  18,  8,  40.  It  was  admitted  before  him  that  there 
was  no  distinction  between  the  case  of  Tepper,  app.,  Ni- 
chols, resp.  (a)  and  the  present.  {Keating,  J.  The  political 
agent  who  made  that  admission  is  not  recognised  by  the 
statute  ]  The  qualification  is  sufficient  upon  the  face  of 
the  register ;  but  the  barrister  knew  that  this  Court  had 
decided  that  a  share  in  the  same  bridge  would  not  entitle 
to  a  vote.  The  bridge  was  built  under  statutes  of  which 
the  Court  will  take  notice,  and  all  the  proprietors  most 
hold  their  shares  in  the  same  way. 

Erle,  C.  J.  If  a  qualification  is  good  upon  the  face  of 
the  register  and  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  vote  is 

(«)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  121. 
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made  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  sect.  7,  the  barrister 
mast  pass  it. 

Btlbs,  J.  There  are  cases  in  which  the  barrister  would 
be  entitled  to  expunge  a  name  without  it's  being  objected 
^  as  for  instance,  if  a  person  should  claim  a  right  to  vote 
^  Middleiex  in  respect  of  an  annuity  for  seven  years,  or 
»  freehold  in  Yorkshire. 

Eru,  C.  J.     In  those  cases  the  qualification  would  be 
W  upon  the  face  of  the  register. 

-Per  Curiam  (Erlb,  C.  J.,  Willes,  Byles,  and  Keat- 
'*G,  Js.), 

Decision  reversed. 
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Smith 

V. 
jAMBt. 


COUNTY  OF  MERIONETH. 
John  Jones,  App.,  Richard  Jones,  Resp. 


Tuetdaff, 
November  21. 


e  notice  of  objection  required  by  Btat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  ]  8,  t,  7*  to  be  given  Cmtnty  note, 

%>  overwers  accordingr  to  form  (4.)  in  sched.  ( A.)t  is  sufficient  if  sig^ned  nfotice  of 

\j  the  objector  within  the  time  during  which  he  is  legally  entitled  to  objection, 

vDJect,  though  not  dated  the  day  on  which  it  was  signed.  Dale, 

vbeld  where  the  notice  was  dated  the  12th  Auguet^  but  not  signed  by  0^7  yiet,c.  IS, 

the  objector  until  the  18th.  ««.  7^  loi. 

od  per  Bffletf  J.  The  inaccuracy  in  the  date  is  cured  by  sect  101.  Sched.  (J,) 

*arkkuon,  app.,  Brophy,  reap.,  15  Ir,  C.  L,  Rep.  346,  dissented  from.  j^g.  4. 


-V^ 


T  a  Court  held   on   the  28th  of  October,    1865,  at 
Tanybwlch,  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for 
^*^in  parishes  in  the  county  of  Merioneth^  John  Jones 
ejected  to  the  name  of  Richard  Jones  being  retained  on 
5  list  of  voters  for  that  county. 

The  notice  of  objection  to  Richard  Jones  was  dated 
^  18tb  of  August,  1865,  but  the  notice  to  the  overseer 
^UB  dated  the  12th  of  August,  1865.     It  was  proved  that 


uaie  Qinereni  irom  inai  on  wnicn  u  was  siguea,  ai 
the  notice  ought  to  have  been  dated  the  day  on  ^ 
was  signed.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  c 
that  the  notice  was  sufficient. 

The  revising  barrister  held  that  the  notice  of  ol 
was  bad,  and  retained  the  vote  for  that  reason. 

At  the  same  Court  the  revisinci:  barrister  decided  t 
notices  of  objection  in  several  other  cases  were  bad 
same  reason^  and  the  validity  of  them  in  all  th 
depending  upon  the  same  point  of  law  tlie  appea 
consolidated. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decisi 
wrong,  and  that  the  notices  were  valid,  the  names  of  2 
Jones  and  of  the  several  other  persons  objected  to 
be  expunged  from  the  respective  lists  in  which  th< 
I :  been  retained. 

r 

I  Granville  Somerset  for  the  Appellant. — Stat.  6  & 

c.  18,  s.  7,  enacts,  that  persons  objecting  shall  * 

]  before  the  26th  day  of  August^'  give  to  the  overseei 

tice  according  to  the  form  numbered  (4.)  in  schedu 
"  or  to  the  like  effect."     The  notice  here  was  duly 

i;  but  it  was  dated  the  12th  Avgusl,  and  not  sigi 

]•  the  18th  August,  and  the  question  is  whether  the 

requires  that  the  date  upon  the  notice  should  be  tl 
date  of  the  signature. 
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must  be  signed  upon  the  day  it  purports  to  bear  date.       1865. 
Bot  in  that  case  it  is  stated  **  The  objector  could  not  say        Jones 
on   tjohat  day  he  signed  the  notices  of  objection,  but  that        jomes. 
they    were  signed  by  him   some   time  in  the  month   of 
Auffust,  and  after  the  10th  of  August,  but  before  they  were 
served.*'     Here  it  is  found   that  the  notice  was  in  fact 
signed    on  the  18th  August,  and  therefore  it  was  dated, 
signed  and  served  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  statute. 
In    jEieenleriy  app.,  Hockin,  resp.  (a),  it  was  held  that  a 
notice  of  objection  to  overseers,  pursuant  to  sect.  17  of 
sta.t.   6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  is  insufficient  unless  it  states  the 
year  of  our  Lord  in  the  date,  and  Maule,  J.,  at  p.  39, 
«aid  :_«That  part  of  the  forms  Nos.  10  and  11,"  [Schedule 
(^.)3  "which  raises  this  question,  is  thus — *  Dated,  this 

' — '■^-~  day  of .'     The  plain  and  common  understanding 

^^  that  is  that  the  blanks  shall  be  filled  up  with  a  day  of 
^^toe  particular  month  of  a  particular  year  of  the  Christian 
^^^lendar.     I  do  not  think   the  Act   would  be  complied 
^^'^^^^h  by  the  insertion  of  the  day,  the  month,  or  the  year  of 
toe  ^egirOf  or  the  style  adopted  in  France  in  her  repub- 
**^^u  days,  or  the  number  of  days  from  the  commencement 
^^  the  year.     The  day  is  to  be  particularized  in  the  ordi- 
i^^ry  and  accustomed  manner ;  and  that  is  not  done  unless 
^^^  year  also  is  mentioned."   Here  day,  month  and  year  are 
P^i'ticularized.    In  Knowles,  app..  Brooking,  resp.  (6),  it  was 
■^^Id  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  (Maule,  J.,  dissentiente), 
3^^t  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector  stated  in  the  ob- 
jection should  be  his  true  place  of  abode  at  the  time  of 
S^^ing  the  notice,  and  not  that  inserted  against  his  name 
**^  the  list  of  voters ;  and  in  Melbourne,  app.,  Greenfield, 
"^^p*  (c),  the  Court  came  to  a  similar  conclusion,  and  held 
^^t   the  power  of  amendment,  under  the  101st  sect,  of 
^   dc   7  Vict.  c.  18,  applies  to  cases  of  mistake,  and  not 
^^re  the  party  has  written  what  he  meant  to  write.     In 
^'»^kinson,  app.,  Brophy,  resp.  (d),  the  judgment  of  the 

^o)  4  C.  B.  19.  (c)  7  C.  B.,  N,  S.  1. 

^*)  2  C.  B.  226.  (rf)  15  Ir.  C.  L,  Rep.  346. 
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1866.        majority  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Deasy^  B.,  and,      ] 
after  referring  to   Knowles,   app.,    Brooking^  resp.,  and 
Melbourne^  app-j  Greenfield^  resp.,  he  said,  p.  355,  "  TheOf 
if  the  party  objecting  is  required  to  state,  for  the  infonna* 
tion  of  the  party  objected  to,  his  true  place  of  abode  at  the 
time  he  signs  the  notice  of  objection,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  he  should  state  truly  in  the  objection  the  time,  in- 
cluding the  day  of  the  month  on  which  he  signs  it.    If  he 
do  not,  how  is  the  other  party  to  find  out  what  was  his 
place  of  abode  at  the  time   of  sio;nature,  if  the  time  of 
signature  be  left  undefined  and  at  large,  within  the  limits 
contended  for  here  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  T*    But  in 
Luckett,  app.,  Knowles^  resp.  (a),  it  was  held  per  Maukf  it 
p.  190,  that  the  place  of  abode  of  a  voter  is  no  part  of  bis 
qualification,  and  by  the  Court  that  an  erroneous  stat^ 
ment  of  it  in  the  list  of  voters  may  be  corrected  by  tb© 
revising  barrister  under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c,  18,  s.  40.    T^ 
statute  in  question  then  has  been  complied  with.     No  p^^' 
son  could  be  misled  by  the  notice  not  being  dated  the  A  ^' 
on  which  it  was  signed;  and  the  inaccuracy,  if  any,  mi^  ' 
have  been  amended  by  the  revising  barrister.   [He  also 
ferred  to  Cuming y  app.,  Toms^  resp.  {h)  and  Bishop^  a| 
Helps,  resp.  (c).] 


Morgan  Lloyd  for  the  Respondent. — If  the  date  he 
is  held  to  make  the  notice   bad,  it  will  not  follow  th 
such  notice  would   be  vitiated   by  every  mistake  in  tb^ 
date.      Suppose  it  was  the   intention  of  the  objector 
put  upon  the  notice  the   true  date  of  his  signature,  an^ 
he  mistook    the  date,  he   might    prove   that   before    th^ 
revising  barrister,  and  the   mistake   might   be    amended.^ 
In  Beenlen,  app.,  Hockin,  rrsp.  (rf)  the  omission   of  the^ 
year  was  held  fatal;  but  an  error  so  patent  as  that  would 
be  less  likely  to  mislead  than  a  mistake  in  the  day  of  the 

(a)  2  C.  B.  187.  (c)  2  C.  B.  45. 

(6)  7  M.  *  G.  29.  ((/)  4  C.  B.  19. 
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ttiontlL  [Byles,  J.  Where  the  yei^r  is  omitted  there  is  1865. 
nothing  to  show  that  the  notice  was  not  signed  ten  years  Jones 
previously.  The  validity  of  a  notice  of  claim  (a)  stands  jone*. 
upon  the  same  footing  as  a  notice  of  objection^  and  your 
^i^ument  goes  to  this  extent — that  a  man  who  makes  a 
olaimi  and  puts  a  wrong  date  upon  it,  though  within  the 
proper  statutory  limits  in  point  of  time,  is  disfranchised. 
is  Lordship  referred  to  the  word  *'  date "  in  Richard'- 
ibV  and  Webster's  Dictionaries.]  The  reasons  given  for 
^heir  judgment  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  in  Parkinson, 
^PPf  Brophy,  resp.  (6),  where  the  decisions  are  reviewed, 
show  that  it  is  essential  that  the  notice  should  bear  the 
true  date,  for  otherwise  how  is  the  party  objected  to  to 
fiod  out  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector  at  the  time  of 
liis  signature?  As  the  date  here  was  written  intentionally, 
Reheating  clause  in  staL  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  «.  101,  does 
■•ot  apply :  Melbourne,  app.,  Greenfield,  resp.  (c). 

GranviUe  Somerset  replied. 

Hrlb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
^^^sing  barrister  must  be  reversed.     The  notices  of  ob- 
jection contained  in  the  forms  numbered  (4.)  and  (5.)  in 
Schedule  (A.)  of  stat.  6  &7  Vict.  c.  18,  are  notices  to  be  de- 
*^ered  respectively  to  the  overseers  and  the  party  objected 
^'      Both  of  those  notices,  in  the  present  case,  were  actually 
'S^ed  by  the  objector  on  the  18th  August;  that  is,  the 
P^mtive  ink,  which  made  them  perfect  instruments,  was 
"^^  upon  them  on  that  day;  but  the  notice  served  upon 
^^    overseers  was  dated  the  r2th,  not  the  18th  August; 
.  *^^  the  objection  which  has  been  raised  to  that  notice 
,   >    that  it  is  void,  for  that  it  did  not  become  a  complete 
^^trument  until  it  was  signed,  and  that  the  statute  re- 
*^^re8  that  it  should  bear  date  the  exact  day  on   which 

<«)  6  4  7  Vict.  c.  18,  «.  4.  (f )  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  1. 

1.*)  15  Jr.  C.  L.  Rep.  346. 
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1865.  it  was  signed.  I  think  the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not 
Jones  require  that.  The  Act  requires  that  the  notice  shall  be 
given,  and  that  it  shall  bear  a  date,  and  that  the  date  shall 
contain  the  day  of  the  month  and  the  year,  the  signature 
of  the  party  objecting,  and  his  place  of  abode.  I  think 
the  notice,  if  it  is  signed  on  any  day  on  which  the 
objector  is  qualified  to  object,  is,  so  far  as  date  is  con- 
cerned, a  valid  instrument,  although  the  name  of  the  ob- 
jector be  put  upon  the  paper  on  a  different  day  from  that 
specified  in  the  instrument.  The  objector  can  only  be 
qualified  to  object  between  the  1st  and  25th  August  (a), 
and  I  cannot  see  any  materiality  to  the  interests  of  any 
living  being,  if  he  deliver  the  notice  within  that  time, 
whether  it  is  dated  on  the  exact  day  when  he  puts  his 
name  to  it  or  on  any  other  day  within  that  time.  A 
person  intending  to  object  may  oflen  pause  between 
the  inchoate  design  and  the  completion  of  it :  he  may 
have  prepared  a  number  of  notices  of  objection,  com- 
plete in  everything  except  signature,  on  the  12th  August^ 
and  may  then  have  hesitated  as  to  whether  he  should 
commit  himself  to  all  the  anxiety  and  expense  inci- 
dental to  giving  the  notice.  Between  the  12th  and  18th 
August  he  may  have  kept  them  in  his  pocket,  and  then 
completed  them  by  signing  his  name.  If  that  were  so 
here,  it  could  be  of  no  consequence  to  any  one  whether 
he  left  the  12th  as  the  date  or  altered  it  into  the  18th.  We 
must  assume  that  the  legislature  has  uniformly  a  sensible 
and  real  purpose  in  view,  and  when  the  words  of  an  Act  ^J^  t  C 

of  Parliament  are  not  express,  they  ought  to  be  so  inter t — 

preted  as  to  effect  that   purpose.      Accordingly  in  Mel — ^^- 
hourney  app.,  Greenjieldy  resp.  (6),  we  held  that  an  objectos'  m^j^r 
was  bound  to  state  his  real  place  of  abode  at  the  tiffl».«m& 
of  giving  the  notice— the    reason   being  that  the  part.;j^-^y 
objected  to  had  an  interest  in  knowing  who  his  adverser  ^jy 

(a)  Sec  6  4-  7  Vict.  c.  18,  i.  7.  (6)  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  1. 
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^•8  and  where  he  was  to  be  met  with.     It  was  for  a        1866. 

''material  purpose,   also,  that   in    Beenlen^  *ippv  Hockin^        Tones 

"■^p.  (a),  the  Court  held  that  the  year  must  be  specified, 

^r  it  is  requisite  that  before  a  party  is  dragged  into  Court 

'le   sboold  know  that  the  objection  to  his  vote  is  real; 

^^d»  unless  the  year  is  stated,  if  a   man  having  a  good 

"^ote  is  objected  to  year  after  year,  he  might  defend  it 

the  first  year,  and  the  next  year   find  a  notice   undated 

'y^Dg  on  his  table  and  suppose  it  to  be  the  old  notice^  and 

^y  neglecting  to  attend  before  the  barrister  be  struck  off 

tUe  list 

Those  being  the  reasons  for  the  English  decisions,  the 
^'lestion  came  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
•^^eland  in  Parkinson^  8^PP«>  -Brophi/y  resp.  (J).     I  repeat 
^hat  I  have  said  on  other  occasions,  that  there  never  was 
^   body  of  men  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity  for  whom  I 
entertain  a  higher  respect  than  I  do  for  the  Judges  in  the 
Courts  in  Ireland;  but  I  differ  from  the  majority  of  the 
^ouTt  in  that    case,   and    agree    with    the   judgment  of 
oyef,  J.     I  think  stat.  6  &  7  VicL  c.  18,  s.  7,  does  not 
clearly  require  the  exact  day  of  the  signature  to  be  in* 
^»*odiiced  as  the  majority  in  that  case  thought  it  did.    By 
®^^  Construing  the  statute  a  great  number  of  important  in- 
^^^csts  might   be   defeated,   and   no    intelligible   purpose 
^^ould  be  answered.     I  rely  on  the  distinction  taken  by 
^S^ff  J.,  p.  357 — 8,  between  a  perfect  date  and  the  pre- 
date of  signature;  and  I  agree  in  his  observations 
^^^  the  purposes  for  which  the  date  is  required  are  to  be 
^^^Bidered ;  and  though  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in 
^^^ing  on  so  strong  an  authority  as   that  brought  before 
^*^,  when   his  decision  comes  to  be  considered,  in  my 
Million,  it  should  be  reversed. 

\ViLLE8y  J.      During  the  argument  I  entertained  con- 

K.m)  4  C.  B.  19.    See  the  judgment  of  Maule,  J.,  p.  31 . 
^*)  15  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep,  346. 

^OL.  I. — O.  P.  B  B 


348  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1865.       siderable  doubt  whether  the  judgmeDt  of  the  majorit^y  of 


Jones        the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland  was  not  ri  -^^lit 
Jones.        ^"^'  looking  at  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  it  appears  to  b^iMave 
been  carefully  framed,  with  a  view  to  substance  and         the 
correction    of  blunders.      The   7th  section   requires  the 

notices  by  the  objector  to  be  given  according  to  the  fo^-ms 
numbered  (4.)  and  (5.)  in  schedule  (A.),  "  or  to  the     li^^ 
effect ;"  and  we  have  to  see  whether  the  notice  which   l^^^ 
been  given  here  to  the  overseers  complies  substantia-^/ 
with  the  requisites  of  the  Act  and  the  form  contained  .^ 

the  schedule.      The  form  must  not  be  departed  from  ^^ ^^% 
any  particular  which  would  deprive  the  notice  of  the  effect 
it  is  intended  to  have  upon  the  proceedings  prescribed  b)^^ 
the  Act.     But  the  fact  that  in  form  No.  4.  the  words  are,< 

"  Dated  the day  of,"  whereas  in  form  No.  5.  they  are, 

•*  Dated   this   day  of,"   strikingly  shows   that   the 

legislature  could  not  have  intended  that  the  form  should 
be  literally  and  exactly  followed. 

The  date  here  is  required  for  a  purpose,  and  comprises 
two  things— time  and  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person 
signing  the  notice.  Although,  when  a  date  is  mentioned, 
some  time  is  generally  intended,  as  in  speaking  of  the  date 
of  a  letter,  the  term  just  as  much  includes  place.  The  time 
may  mean  the  precise  time  when  the  instrument  is  signed, 
or  it  may  mean  the  time  when  it  is  given  or  delivered, 
so  as  to  become  operative.  In  Pewtress  v.  Anvan(a\  the 
time  of  delivering  out  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  as  an  opera- 
tive instrument,  was  held  to  be  the  '^  date  and  issuing"  of  it 
within  Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  The  true  meaning  of  the  date 
was  there  held  to  be,  not  merely  the  day  which  was  put 
upon  the  document,  but  the  time  of  delivering  it  out  of  the 
bankrupt  office.  The  date  here  may  equally  well  mean 
the  day  on  which  the  objector  signed  the  notice,  or  the 
day  on  which  he  used  it;  but  it  can  hardly  have  been 
intended  that  it  should  mean  the  latter,  for  if  so  he 
would  be  obliged  to  have  with  him  when  he  served  it  an 

(a)  9  DawL  828. 
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ink-horn  in  order  to  put  on  the  date,  and  an  almanac  to  1865. 
know  that  it  was  right  Is  the  date,  then,  to  be  the  pre*  Joiibi 
oise  time  when  the  objector  puts  his  name  on  the  notice? 
I  f  80,  it  would  follow  that  if  he  dated  and  signed  the  notice 
oil  the  ]2th,  and  kept  it  in  his  pocket  till  the  18th,  and 
^hen  delivered  it,  it  would  be  valid  ;  but  if  he  put  it  in  his 
without  signing  it,  and  signed  it  at  any  other  time 
%re  delivery,  it  would  be  invalid,  although  its  appearance 
K^€3  effect  would  be  the  same.  I  see  nothing  in  the  use 
^  the  word  "  dated"  to  lead  me  to  suppose  that  the  legis- 
'^^^re  could  have  intended  such  a  strange  conclusion. 
tM>n  the  whole  I  think  the  right  meaning  of  *'  date  "  with 
fSerence  to  this  notice  is  to  be  found  in  the  construction 
t  has  been  put  upon  the  statute  by  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
,  viz.,  that,  as  it  is  only  within  certain  days  that  a  notice 
objection  can  be  lawfully  given,  it  ought  to  appear  upon 
face  of  the  notice  that  it  is  signed,  and  that  it  is  dated 
a  day  within  the  time  when  the  objector  has  a  right  to 
ect  That  construction  does  no  violence  to  the  statute 
x^d  is  consistent  with  its  purport,  and,  though  not  without 
"mg  had  considerable  qualms,  I  concur  in  it 

Btlbs,  J.     The  question  is  one  of  great  importance, 

'm^sinach  as  it  applies  not  only  to  notices  of  objection 

^^t  to  notices  of  claim,  the  form  of  notices  of  claim  being 

similar  in  respect  to  the  date  to  the  form  of  notice  of  ob- 

jection.    The  difficulty  seems  to  me  to  have  arisen  from 

not  distinguishing  between  what  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18, 

■Quires  and  what  it  does  not    The  form  No.  4.  says, 

Dated  the day  of."    The  statute  requires,  therefore, 

^^  the  notice  should  be  dated ;    but  I  agree  with  my 

B^)tlier  WUleSf  that  the  date  of  an  instrument  does  not 

^^^cessarily  nor  usually  mean  the  time  at  which  it  is  signed. 

^t  usually  means  the  time  when  the  instrument  is  delivered 

^  takes  effect.     It  has  that  meaning  with  reference  to 

^  deed,  and  primd  facie  in  the  case  of  other  instruments. 

bb2 
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1866.  In  Webster's  Dictionary  "  date"  is  explained  as  "  that  ad 
jovEB  dition  to  a  writing  which  specifies  the  year,  month  am 
day  when  it  was  given  or  executed.  In  letters,  it  notes  th 
time  when  they  are  written  or  sent;  in  deeds,  contract 
wills  and  other  papers,  it  specifies  the  time  of  executioi 
and  usually  the  time  from  which  they  are  to  take  effec 
and  operate  on  the  rights  of  persons.  To  the  date  is  usuall 
added  the  name  of  the  place  where  a  writing  is  executec 
and  this  is  sometimes  included  in  the  term  date.*'  A 
my  Brother  Willes  has  observed,  place  is  included  in  th 
term. 

Therefore  the  true  date  of  this  notice  was  the  18t 
August^  because  it  was  then  delivered,  and  the  figures  ]! 
which  were  upon  it  ought  then  to  have  been  altered,  by  th 
party  making  the  objection,  to  18.  That,  however,  wa 
not  done,  and,  it  seems  to  me,  the  case  therefore  fall 
exactly  within  the  101st  section,  which  enacts  that  "  n 
misnomer  or  inaccurate  description  of  any  person,  plac 
or  thing  named  or  described  in  any  schedule  to  this  Ac 

annexed shall  in  anywise    prevent   or  abridg 

the  operation  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  such  person 
place  or  thing,  provided  such  person,  place  or  thing  shal 
be  so  denominated  in  such  schedule,  list,  register  or  notic 
as  to  be  commonly  understood."  The  section  in  expres 
terms  applies  to  notices,  and  I  remember  Lord  Tenterde\ 
saying  that  of  all  the  words  in  the  English  languag 
"thing"  is  the  most  comprehensive:  it  comprehends  botl 
place  and  time.  The  section  has  been  held  to  apply  onl; 
where  a  person  means  to  do  one  thing  and  does  anothei 
but  the  case  here  is  that  the  time  for  doing  the  act  was  th 
\^ih  August;  the  objector  meant  to  deliver  the  notice  then 
but  delivered  it  with  a  wrong  date.  He  overlooked  that 
and  was  guilty  of  a  mistake  ;  and,  therefore,  supposing  tha 
there  is  anything  wrong  in  that  respect,  the  healing  claus 
in  sect  101  would  cure  the  defect. 

KeatinG;  J.     Stat  6  &  7  Vkt.  c.  18^  s.  1,  requires  tha 
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t^va  notices  of  objection  should  be  given,  one  to  the  party        1866. 
^vhose  vote  is  objected  to,  the  other  to  the  overseers.     The        Jonki 
otice  given  here  to  the  party  is  unobjectionable.     The       jonbi. 
^iier  notice  is  good  on  its  face,  and  its  object  has  been 
c^complished,  for  we  must  infer  from  the  statement  of  the 
that  everything  which  the  overseer  was  bound  to  do 
n  receiving  a  valid  notice  has  been  done.    The  only 
Ejection  taken  to  the  mode  in  which  the  Respondent  has 
r**x>ceeded  is  that  his  notice  to  the  overseers  bears  date 
12th  August,  but  was  not  in  fact  signed  until  the  18th. 
it  not  been  for  the  case  of  Parkinson,  a  pp.,  Brophy^ 
(a),  I  should  have  thought  it  clear  that  this  objection 
^ght  not  to  prevail ;  but,  although  the  decisions  of  the 
of  Ireland  are  not  binding  upon  us,  they  are  entitled 
great  respect,  and,  unless  I  saw  my  way  clearly,  I  should 
long  before  I  dissented  from  the  decision  of  a  majority 
^  a  Court  composed  as  the  Exchequer  Chamber  of  Ire* 
was  when  that  case  was  decided.     But  that  decision 
I^V'Oceeded  upon  this  ground — that  it  had  been  decided  in 
^  '^    Elnglish  Court  that  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector 
***^8t  be  accurately  stated  (i),  there  being  a  purpose  to  be 
^^-tained  by  such  accuracy  ;  and  that,  therefore,  by  analogy 
^*^  reasoning,  it  was  equally  requisite  that  the  date  also 
should  be  accurately  stated.   Mr.  Justice  Hayes  denied  that 
•^yi«£<i£r,  and   I  think  he  was  right.     It  has  never  been 
^^'^Sgested  that  the  interests  of  any  human  being  would  be 
effected  by  the  supposed  mistake  in  respect  of  date ;  and 
^^le«8  the  same  purpose  would  be  accomplished  by  re- 
^oiriug  the  same  accuracy  in  respect  of  the  statement  of 
^^te  that  is  requisite  with  reference  to  the  place  of  abode, 
^"e    same  reasoning  does  not  apply.     The  consequences 
^Dich  Would  follow  our  holding  a  mistake  in  the  date  suffi- 
^'ent  to  vitiate  this  notice  have  been  pointed  out  by  my 
"^''othcr  Byles^  and  I  think  we  adopt  a  wise  course  in  avoid<^ 

(a)  15  /r.  C.  i.  Eep.  346. 

(6)  Melbourne,  app.,  Greenfield,  reap.,  7  C.  B.,  N,  S*l» 
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ing  that  conclusion.  Thereforef  althoagh. 
Chief  Justice  has  said,  the  revising  barrister  wi 
giving  to  the  Irish  case  the  weight  he  gave  it,  1 
decision  should  be  reversed. 

Decision  i 


Ttutdojf, 
November  21* 

Qmnty  vde, 
Juignee  of 
unexpired  resi» 
due  qf  ierwtm 
Cestui  que 
trutt, 

24-8  Wiu,4^ 
e.  45,  «.  20. 
6  4*  7  net.  c. 
18, «.  74. 


WEST  RIDING  OF  YORKSHIRE 
Gainsford,  App.,  Freeman,  Res] 

A  testator  being  possessed  of  certain  tenements  under  a  leaae 
devised  to  trustees  the  residue  of  the  term  upon  tmst  to 
and  annual  produce  of  one  undivided  sixth  share  to  the  cli 
his  life,  with  remainders  over.  Held,  that  the  claimai 
assignee  for  the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term  within  tt 
stats.  2  &  8  WilL  4,  c.  45,  s,  20,  and  6  &  7  FicU  c.  18,  a. ! 
fore  not  qualified  to  vote  under  those  sections. 

A  T  a  CJourt  held  on  the  3rd  October,  1865, 
"^^     revising  barrister  for  the  southern  divis 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  Thomas 
duly  objected  to  John  Chadwick  Jachson,  who 
have  his  name  inserted  in  the  lisl  of  voters  for 
in  that  division.    The  names  stood  on  the  list  o 
for  the  township  as  follows : 


Christ  Ian  and  Snr- 
nanie  of  Voter. 


Place  of  Abode. 


Jackion,  John 
Chadwick* 


26,  Jlhert 

Street,  Mumpt, 

Oldham. 


Natnre  of  Qualifi- 

tion. 


l-6th  share  of  14 
leasehold  cottages 
held  for  a  term  of 
999  years. 


Streetf  Ii 
Propel 


NewRoa 
SaHdlem 
occupai 
reiDig, 


The  barrister  found  as  a  fact  that  John  Jackson 
of  the  claimant,  by  his  will  gave,  devised  and  I 
unto  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administ 
assigns,  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust 
rents  and  annual  produce  thereof  to  his  wife  (wh( 
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the  testator  died  previoas  to  the  31st  July^  1 8&1)  for  her  life.        1865. 
And  from  and  after  her  decease  then,  as  to  one  undivided     Gainspokd 
sixth  share  of  his  said  trust  estate,  upon  trust  to  pay  the     fbbbmam. 
rents  and  annual   produce  thereof  unto    his    son  John 
Ghadwick  (the  claimant)  during  his  life,  and  from  and 
softer  the  death  of  his  said  son,  then  as  to  the  said  one- 
sixth  share  of  his  said  trust  estate  upon  trust  for  all  and 
^^very  the  children  or  child  of  his  said  son  living  at  the 
^^^tator's  decease  or  bom  afterwards,  who  should  attain  the 
^S^  of  twenty-one  years,  or  who  dying  under  that  age 
should  leave  issue  living  at  his  or  her  decease,  to  be  divided 
^vnongst  such  children  if  more  than  one  in  equal  shares  as 
"^^^iiaQts  in  common,  and  their,  his  or  her  heirs,  executors, 
^^doQinistrators  and  assigns  respectively. 

Ilie  barrister  also  found  that  the  testator  was  possessed 
^  term  of  999  years  of  the  leasehold  cottages,  and  that 
^^  Was  in  respect  of  one-sixth  share  of  the  same  so  devised 
^y  the  will  that  the  claimant  claimed  to  vote ;  and  that  the 
^  nnix^l  income  of  that  sixth  share  amounted  to  more  than 
^  ®'»  a-year. 

alie  points  taken  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  were  that 

*^^  gift  of  the  rents  and  annual  produce  of  the  one-sixth 

^n^re  of  the  leasehold  cottages  for  the  life  of  the  claimant 

^*  equivalent  to  a  gift  of  the  whole  term  to  him  if  he 

*^ould  so  long  live ;  and  as,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  life 

'ght  last  longer  than  the  term,  that  the  claimant  was  as 

^*^ci  que  trust  of  the  term  of  999  years  an  equitable 

^^Bebolder  or  equitable  assignee  of  a  lease  within  the 

***^aning  of  the  20lh  sect,  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  &  3  Will  4, 

•  ^5,  and  being  in  receipt  of  the  clear  yearly  sum  of  1 0/., 

^^r  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out  of  or  in 

^^pect  of  the  same,  he  was  entitled  to  a  vote. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  objector,  that  the 

^•tator  being  only  possessed  of  a  term  of  years,  could  not 

^^^Q  a  greater  estate  in  the  premises  than  that  which  he 

^^•essed,  and  that  the  claimant  was  not,  in  the  language 
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1865.       of  sect.  20  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  45,  entitle 

Gainspord     either  <as  lessee  or  assignee  to  the  one-sixth  for  the  ur 

Freeman,     expired  residue  of  a  term  originally  created  for  a  perio 

of  not  less  than  sixty  years,  but  only  for  such  a  portion  c 

the  term  as  his  own  life  might  endure. 

The  vote  was  allowed,  subject  to  this  case. 

C.  S.  C.  Bowen  for  the  Appellant.— Statute  2&3Wil 
4,  c.  45, 8. 20,  enacts,  that  every  male  person  entitled  ''  eithc 
as  lessee  or  assignee"  to  any  lands  or  tenements  whethc 
of  freehold  or  of  any  other  tenure  for  the  unexpired  residue 
whatever  it  may  be,  of  any  term  originally  created  for 
period  of  not  less  than  sixty  years  (whether  determinabl 
on  a  life  or  lives,  or  not)  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  no 
less  than  \0L  over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  pay 
able  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the  same,  shall  be  entitlei 
to  vote  for  the  county.  The  question  is,  whether  tb 
claimant  is  an  assignee  of  the  unexpired  residue  of  th 
term  of  999  years  within  the  meaning  of  that  section.  I 
IS  not  necessary  to  raise  the  point  whether  a  devisee  unde 
a  will  may  be  an  assignee,  beca(?se  a  man  cannot  b 
properly  called  an  assignee  unless  all  the  interest  o 
the  assignor  passes  to  him.  Here  the  testator  was  pos 
sessed  of  the  term  for  999  years  certain,  and  the  claim 
ant  to  the  unexpired  residue,  provided  he  should  liv 
so  long.  The  testator  had  one  thing,  but  the  claimant  ba 
another.  A  further  test  is  that  the  claimant  has  not  powe 
to  assign  that  which  the  testator  could  have  assigned.  I 
it  were  not  for  the  controlling  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  U 
the  74th  sect,  of  which  prohibits  trustees  of  lands  frot 
voting,  and  confers  that  right  upon  the  cestui  que  trust,  th 
trustee  here  would  be  the  assignee.  But,  notwithstandin 
that  statute,  the  claimant  is  not  possessed  of  the  sam 
Equitable  estate  as  the  testator.  The  latter  by  his  wi 
divided  his  estate  into  parts  and  gave  a  parcel  of  it  only  t 
the  claimant.     It  is  impossible,  therefore,  that  in  any  legf 
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^nse  the  claimant  can  be  regarded  as  assignee  of  the  un-        1865. 
ired  residue  of  the  term.  ";; 

Gainsford 

V. 

anisty  for  the  Respondent. — Statute  6  &  7  VlcL  c.  18,  Freeman. 
.  7^,  renders  it  immaterial  that  the  claimant  was  possessed 
\y  of  an  equitable  estate.  In  point  of  law  the  same  term 
lis  vested  in  both  the  testator  and  the  claimant:  Matthew 
*s  case  (a);  Lampefs  case(b).  In  the  latter  case, 
a,  it  is  said,  ^'  This  case  of  a  devise  of  a  lease  for 
sirs  to  one  for  life^  and  after  his  death  to  another  during 
e  residue  of  the  term,  hath  produced  septem  quastiones 
\xatas  et  spinascuJ*  IByles,  J.  The  claimant  is  in  this 
dilemma :  in  law  he  is  not  strictly  assignee ;  and  in  equity 
h^  has  not  an  interest  in  the  unexpired  residue.]  It  was 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  property  should 
unrepresented ;  and  under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  s.  74^ 
e  cestui  que  trust  in  actual  possession,  or  in  the  receipt  of 
e  rents  and  profits,  though  he  may  receive  them  through 
e  hands  of  the  trustee,  is  entitled  to  vote. 


•  8.  C  Bowen  replied. 

Irlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
dng  barrister  was  wrong.  The  20th  sect,  of  stat.  2  &  3 
L  4,  c.  45,  creates  the  qualification  on  which  the  claim- 
relies.  He  claims  as  being  entitled  to  lands  as  as- 
^^^^Tieeforthe  unexpired  residue  of  a  term  originally  created 
a  period  of  not  less  than  sixty  years.  The  testator  was 
l^^^ssessed  of  a  term  originally  created  for  999  years,  which 
^^  devised  to  trustees  upon  trust  for  the  claimant  during 
^*s  life^  and  the  claimant  says  that  in  point  of  law  the 
^^n^nt  for  life  is  owner  of  the  term.     But  I  think  he  can 


resort  to  that  legal  fiction.     As  it  was  clearly  put  by 

'^^•'^  Bowen,  the  claimant  is  possessed  of  the  term  for  his 

*^  only,  and  at  his  death  it  goes  over.     His  claim,  there- 

^^'e,  under  that  section  cannot  be  supported.     He  cannot 

(a)  8  Rep.  94  6.  (6)  10  Rep,  46  6. 


i 
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1865.       reqoire  tbe  trustees  to  assign  the  term  to  him.     He  is 
GAixsroftB    ^^°  obliged  to  rely  apon  the  74th  sect  of  stat.  6  &  7  Vici^ 
c  18.    But  as  cesimi  yme  trmst  he  must  make  his  claim  8ub»« 
ject  to  all  equitable  rights,  and  he  is  clearly  not  entitle'^ 
as  ctMtmi  qme  trust  for  the  unexpired  residue  of  the  terc^n, 
but  for  his  own  life  only. 

WiLLEs,  J.  Having  regard  to  the  words  of  the  74  ^^ 
sect,  of  Stat  6  k  7  Jlct.  c.  18,  I  do  not  see  how  it 
be  said  that  any  cestui  que  trust  is  within  the  section  wl 
is  not  entitled  to  such  an  interest  as  would  qualify  him  to 
vote  under  the  20th  section  of  stat.  2  &  3  Will  4,  c.  ^5. 
If  tlie  interest  of  the  claimant  were  legal  instead  of  eq'^'^ 
table,  he  would  not  come  within  the  20th  section  of  b^^ 
2  &  3  IVilL  4,  c.  45,  because  he  would  not  be  entit^^ 
to  the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term ;  and  he  is  not 
sessed  of  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  entire  residue. 

Byles,  J.     It  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
passing  stat  6  &  7  I'tc^  c.  18,  s.  74,  to  give  the  righ^ 
vote  to  persons  otherwise  entitled,  though  they  might 
be  possessed  of  the  legal  estate.     It  is  unnecessary  to  c 
sider  what  my  decision  might  have  been  if  the  claim 
had  had  a  legal  instead  of  an  equitable  interest,  though, 
that  case  it  could  hardly  be  said  that  he  had  the  lands 
the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term.      Here,  however,  t> 
claimant  has  an  equitable  interest  and  that  only  for 
own  life. 

Keating,  J.  It  is  admitted  that  the  vote  is  not  claimi 
in  respect  of  any  legal  interest,  but  it  is  said  that  the  p 
vilege  is  given  by  stat  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  74.  The  clai 
being  made  in  respect  of  a  beneficial  interest  the  Cou^ 
must  see  what  the  extent  of  that  interest  is,  and  it  appea 
to  be  a  beneficial  interest,  not  in  the  unexpired  residue 
a  term,  but  only  for  the  claimant's  life. 

Decision  reversed 
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1865. 


BOROUGH  OF  TOTNES. 

Harris,  App.,  AmERY,  Resp.  November  20. 

m^anies  Act,  1862,"  25  &  26  Fiet,  e,  89,  t,  4,  after  prohibiting  the  Borough  vote. 
iBJdxm  of  banking  partnerships  consisting  of  more  than  ten  persons,  Oca^Mtion  ae 
MS  registered   under  that  Act,  or  formed  in  pursuance  of  some  tenant. 
T  Act  or  of  letters-patent,  enacts  that  "  no  company,  association,  2  <f  8  Will.  4, 
artnership  consisting  of  more  than  twenty  persons  shall  be  formed,  c.  45,  t.  27* 
r  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on   Unregistered 
other  business  that  has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain  by  partnenhip  of 
company,  association,  or  partnership,  or  by  the  individual  mem*  mor*  than 
i  thereof,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  company  under  this  Act,  or  is  twenty  pertont* 
led  in  pursuance  of  some  other  Act  of  Parliament,  or  o(  letters-   Illegal  com6l- 
Mit,  or  is  a  company  engaged  in  working  mines  within  and  subject  nation. 
le  jurisdiction  of  the  Stannaries."  Forty-six  persons  having  formed  The  Compamee 
irtnership  for  the  purpose  of  creating  votes  and  making  a  profit  /^cl,  1862, 
of  a  farm,  the  former  being  the  principal  object,  entered  into  an  25  4*  26  fteim 
wroent  with  F.,  by  which  they  agreed  to  take  the  farm  as  tenants  c.  89,  e.  4. 
rill  at  a  rent  of  £478  :  lOs.  per  annum.    The  farm  consisted  uf  "  Bueineet.** 
acres,  and  there  was  a  building  on  it  worth  £6  per  annum,  in  Farming. 
ch  the  whole  business  of  the  farm  was  conducted ;  and  the  part-   Partnership  for 
I  having  entered  "in  pursuance  of*  the  agreement,  appointed  one  creating  votes, 
liemselves  manager,  who  farmed  the  estate  on  their  account    The 
tnership  was  not  registered  under  "  The  Companies  Act,  1862,'* 
formed  in  pursuance  of  any  other  Act,  or  of  letters-patent.     Held  : 
.  That  farming  is  a  "  business"  within  the  meaning  of  sect  4. 
•  That  the  members  of  the  partnership  were  not  qualified  to  Tote 
under  stat.  2  &  3  Will,  4,  c.  45,  s.  27 1  as  tenants  in  occupation 
of  the  farm,  since  they  were  not  in  actual  occupation  of  the 
land,  and,  in  order  to  make  out  a  constructive  occupation,  it 
was  necessary  to  look  at  the  agreement,  which  showed  that  the 
partnership  was  in  violation  of  "The  Companies  Act,  1862." 
I.  Quaere,  whether  a  partnership  consisting  of  not  more  than  twenty 
members,  and  formed  avowedly  for  the  purpose  of  creating  votes 
as  its  principal  object,  and  making  profits  by  the  occupation  of 
land,  would  be  lawful  ? 

a  Court  held  on  October  14  th,  1865,  before  the  re- 
vising barrister  for  the  borough  of  Totnes,  Robert 
'i  objected  to  the  names  of  Peter  Fabyan  Sparke 
/(a)  and  forty-two  other  persons  being  retained  on 
t  of  voters. 

n  the  case,  as  originally  reserved  by  the  revising  barrister, 
I  Fabyan  Windeate  was  named  as  the  Respondent;  but,  upon 
)  being  called  on  for  argument,  it  was  stated  that  he  had  died  after 
nrvation  of  the  case,  and  the  Court  allowed  the  now  Respondent's 
1  ba  inserted  in  bis  stead. 


/ 
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1865.       require  the  trustees  to  assign  the  term  to  him.      He  is 

Gainiford    ^^^^  obliged  to  rely  upon  the  74th  sect,  of  stat.  6  &  7  Vict 

„    «•  c.  18.    But  as  cestui  que  trust  he  must  make  his  claim  sub- 

ject  to  all  equitable  rights,  and  he  is  clearly  not  entitled 

as  cestui  que  trust  for  the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term, 

but  for  his  own  life  only. 

WiLLEs,  J.  Having  regard  to  the  words  of  the  74th 
sect,  of  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  0.18,  I  do  not  see  how  it  can 
be  said  that  any  cestui  que  trust  is  within  the  section  who 
is  not  entitled  to  such  an  interest  as  would  qualify  him  to 
vote  under  the  20th  section  of  stat.  2  &  3  Will^  4,  c.  45. 
If  the  interest  of  the  claimant  were  legal  instead  of  equi- 
table,  he  would  not  come  within  the  20th  section  of  stat 
2  &  3  Will.  4y  c.  45y  because  he  would  not  be  entitled 
to  the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term;  and  he  is  not  pos- 
sessed of  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  entire  residue. 

Btles,  J.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in 
passing  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  5.  74,  to  give  the  right  to 
vote  to  persons  otherwise  entitled,  though  they  might  not 
be  possessed  of  the  legal  estate.  It  is  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider what  my  decision  might  have  been  if  the  claimant 
had  had  a  legal  instead  of  an  equitable  interest,  though  in 
that  case  it  could  hardly  be  said  that  he  had  the  lands  for 
the  unexpired  residue  of  the  term.  Here,  however,  the 
claimant  has  an  equitable  interest  and  that  only  for  his 
own  life. 

Keating,  J.  It  is  admitted  that  the  vote  is  not  claimed 
in  respect  of  any  legal  interest,  but  it  is  said  that  the  pri- 
vilege is  given  by  stat  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  74.  The  claim 
being  made  in  respect  of  a  beneficial  interest  the  Court 
must  see  what  the  extent  of  that  interest  is,  and  it  appears 
to  be  a  beneficial  interest,  not  in  the  unexpired  residue  of 
a  term^  but  only  for  the  claimant*s  life. 

Decision  reversed* 
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1865.  The  facts  were  as  follow : — 


Harris  In  pursuance  of  an  agreement  entered  into  betweer^ 

AmIrt.       ^fnery  and  forty-five  others,  (one  of  whom  is  since 
and  two  failed  to  appear  to  answer  the  objection,)  and 
Elias  Fordf  previously  to  July  31st,  1864,  the  voter 
his  partners,  on  July  31st,    1864,   entered   into  posse; 
sion  of  142  acres,  3  roods  and.  19  perches  of  land,  u] 
which  there  was  a  building,  for  which  they  paid  the  rent 
473/.  \0s.  in  addition  to  the  tithes,  which  amounted  to  2^ 
and  upwards. 

The  building  on  the  land  was  a  solid  two-storied  stc:iimz3ne 
building,  89  feet  long.  The  lower  part  was  used  as  a  feedii 
place  for  bullocks,  and  was  closed  at  the  two  ends 
back  and  open  in  front,  with  pill&rs  which  supported 
upper  storey.     The  upper  storey,  which  had  an  intei 
communication  with  the  lower  one,  was  a  closed  build 
with  door  and  lock,  and  was  used  as  a  store  for  the 
and  com  produced  and  the  hay  and  corn  consumed  on 
estate. 

The  whole  business  of  the  farm  was  conducted  in  d 
building,  and  the  partnership  had  no  other  farm  buildi: 
belonging  to  them,  except  a  few  linhays  of  very  trifli 
value  scattered  about  on  various  parts  of  the  farm, 
rent  of  the  building  was  estimated  at  6/. 

The  partnership  was  formed  avowedly  for  the  purpose 
creating  votes  and  making  a  profit  out  of  the  farm,  but 
votes  were  the  principal  object. 

The  partners  appointed  a  manager,  one  of  their  m 
ber,  who  farmed   the  estate  on  their  account ;  he  gra' 
stock,  bought  bullocks,  fattened  and  sold  them,  bouj 
and  sold  sheep,  sold  the  wool,  and  kept  the  accoui 
which  were  regularly  made  up  and  audited. 

The  funds   which  were   necessary  for  carrying  on 
business  of  the  partnership  were  raised  by  a  loan  o(90^  ^^^» 
on  the  security  of  a  bond  for  that  amount  which  was         en- 
tered into  by  all  the  partners  previously  to  July  31st,  1 


m- 


tlie 


^*  Memorandnm  of  an  agreement  entered  into  this  27th 
^^-y  of  July 9  1864,  between  Elms  Ford^  of  Abbotskerswell, 
*^   ^lie  county  of  Devon^  of  the  one  part,  and  Messrs.  John 
'^€iU  the  younger,  farmer,"  (and  forty-five  other  persons, 
were  described,  and  included  Peter  Fdbyan  Sparke 
••^^ry)  "of  the  other  part,  witnesseth  that  the  said  Elias 
I,  by  way  of  agreement,  and  not  of  lease,  agrees  to  let, 
the  said  parties  of  the  other  part  agree  to  take  as 

(a)  See  p.  363. 


V. 

Amert. 
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JfUliam  Hamlj/n^  one  of  the  partners,  died  in  February ,       1865. 

1865,  since  which  time  rent  had  been  paid  by  the  partner-      HARRia^ 

sbip. 

Tlie  land  was  rented  by  the  partnership  of  FHias  Ford, 

lo  himself  rented  it  of  four  owners. 

The  partnership  was  not  registered  under  "  The  Corn- 
Act,  1862,"  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89. 

The  votes  were  objected  to  on  three  grounds. 

First,  That  the  building  on  the  land  was  not  such  a 

iildifig  as  could  confer  a  qualification  under  sect  27  of 
seat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  45  (a). 

Secondly.  That  this  partnership,  consisting  of  more  than 
t'^v^enty  members,  was  an  illegal  association  under  ''The 
C^ompHnies  Act,  1862,"  and  that  consequently  the  members 
o^  that  partnership  could  not  enjoy  the  franchise,  their  only 
dsiim  to  which  was  founded  on  an  illegal  tenancy. 

Thirdly.  That  the  partners  being  tenants  at  will  of  EUom 
-^«>r'ct  on  the  death  of  one  of  their  number  the  tenancy 
^^^  pired. 

The  revising  barrister  overruled  all  the  objections,  and 
<*»  arecrted  that  the  names  of  the  forty-three  voters  should 

^tinue  on  the  register,  and  if  he  was  wrong  in  overruling 
one  of  the  objections,  the  names  of  the  Respondent 
the  forty-two  other  persons  objected  to  were  to  be 

ptinged. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  agreement  above  referred 
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1865.  tenants  at  will,  all  tifose  lands,  with  the  buildings  and  f 
Harris  mises  thereto  belonging,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Totmn^i 
.  ^'  containing  142  acres,  3  roods  and  19  perches  or  the 

abouts,  as  set  forth  in  the  schedule  annexed,  on  and  fi 
the  31st  day  of  July^  1864,  subject  to  the  following  c 
ditions : — The  said  parties  of  the  other  part  to  pay  a  el 
yearly  rental  of  473/.  10^.,  which  rent  shall  be  pays 
quarterly  if  demanded ;  to  pay  all  rates  and  taxes,  i 
amount  of  tithe  commutation,  up  to  the  first  day  of  Jj 
after  the  expiration  of  the  holding,  except  property  tax; 
keep  and  leave  the  gates,  gate  pillars,  bars,  posts,  railii 
and  fences  generally  in  good  tenantable  repair,  ha? 
rough  timber  allowed  them  for  so  doing,  and  to  deliver 
the  same  at  the  expiration  of  their  holding ;  not  to  undei 
or  assign  any  portion  of  the  said  lands  without  written  p 
mission  from  the  landlord  or  his  agent ;  to  keep  and  lei 
such  drains  which  may  be  made,  with  all  others  now  li 
on  the  lands,  open  and  in  good  repair,  and  to  cleanse  a 
scour  all  lakes  and  watercourses,  and  in  every  year  to  cai 
and  fetch  all  materials  for  repairs;  to  breakdown  and  le 
away  any  old  hedges  or  wastes  required,  and  to  keep 
repair  all  new  hedges  or  fences  to  be  erected  on  the  lam 
to  cut  all  weeds  on  the  lands  before  the  Ist  otJune^  a 
twice  during  the  year  if  required ;  not  to  stock  the  orchai 
with  any  cattle  that  will  injure  the  trees,  and  keep  tb 
well  manured  and  free  from  weeds,  and  fully  planted  w 
such  good  young  trees  as  shall  be  approved  of  by  the  agi 
of  the  landlord ;  that  the  said  lands  shall  be  laboured  a 
manured  in  all  respects  agreeable  to  the  rules  of  good  hi 
bandry,  and  particularly  without  prejudice  to  the  general 
of  this  clause ;  to  manure  the  pasture  ground  one  rou 
in  the  first  four  years,  if  not  mown,  with  120  seams  of  gc 
dung,  or  compost  or  chemical  manures,  to  the  value  of  i 
less  than  forty  shillings  an  acre  original  cost,  but  if  naof 
then  at  the  rate  of  80  seams  of  dung  or  chemical  raanur 
to  the  value  of  not  less  tlian  thirty  shillings  per  acre  as  of) 
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as  mown;  to  keep  the  meadows  properly  floated  at  the       1865. 
proper  seasons^  and  not  to  mow  tliem  more  than  once  for       Harris 
bay  in  each  year ;  not  to  break  up  any  of  the  meadows  or       amert. 
pasture  land,  nor  any  of  the  orchards^  except  by  written 
permission  from  the  agent  of  the  landlord,  with  a  view  to 
manure  and  improve  the  same  when  no  corn  crop  shall  be 
taken,  under  a  penalty  of  20/.  per  acre  additional  rent ;  not 
to  pare  or  prune  any  timber  trees  or  saplings  of  any  kind 
whatsoever ;  not  to  cut  any  wood  in  the  last  year  of  their 
holding,  nor  the  wood  from  any  hedge,  except  when  such 
hedge  is  properly  made,  unless  it  be  annually  cut  off  square 
on  the  top;  and  to  cut  and  make  all  hedges  when  of  seven 
years  growth,  if  required,  those  against  the  road  to  be  cut 
off  every  year.     On  the  due  performance  of  these  condi- 
tions the  landlord  agrees  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  pay  to  the  tenants  a  fair  proportion  of  the  value  of  any 
labour,  lime  or  other  manure  from  which  the  crops  allowed 
^y  these  conditions  have  not  been  taken,  provided  that  the 
tenants  shall  show  that  such  dressing  is  not  less  and  in  the 
'banner  hereinbefore  stated,  such  proportions  to  be  valued 
^^d  fixed  by  referees  in  the  usual  way.     But  should  the 
tenants  not  pay  the  rents  and  fulfil  all  the  conditions  before 
''Mentioned,  or  should  they  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent 
^^ring  the  said  term,  this  agreement  shall  be  void  and  of 
*^^    effect,  and   the  landlord  shall  be  at  liberty  to  enter 
*^d  take  possession  of  the  lands  and  premises  hereby  let, 
^*^d  relet  them  to  whom  he  may  think  proper  without  let 
^^    hindrance  from  the  said  tenants.     But  on  paying  the 
^^^d  rents  and  performing  the  said  conditions,  not  other- 
:,  the  said  John  Endle  the  younger"  (and  the  other 
ies  of  the  second  part)  ^^  shall  quietly  enjoy  and  occupy 
^^  said  premises  for  the  term  before  mentioned.     In  wit- 
^^a8  whereof  the  said  parties  have  hereunto  set  their  hands.*' 
The  above  memorandum  was  signed  by  all  the  parties 
^f  the  first  and  second  parts,  and  the  schedule  above  re- 
ferred to  followed  their  signatures. 
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1865.  "The  Companies  Act,  1862,"  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  *.  4,^  d 

g^^j^j^      enacts,  "No  company,  association,   or  partnership  con a 

V.  sisting  of  more  than  ten  persons  shall  be  formed,  after  the^^j 

AMSRTa 


commencement  of  this  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  o 
the  business  of  banking,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  com — 
pany  under  this  Act,  or  is  formed  in  pursuance  of  some^ 
other  Act  of  Parliament,  or  of  letters  ^patent ;  and  no  com — 
pany,  association,  or  partnership  consisting  of  more  tha 
twenty  persons  shall  be  formed,  after  the  commencement 
of  this  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  other  busi- 
ness that  has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain  by  th» 
company,  association,  or  partnership,  or  by  the  individu 
members  thereof,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  company  unde 
this  Act,  or  is  formed  in  pursuance  of  some  other  Act 
Parliament,  or  of  letters-patent,  or  is  a  company  engaget 
in  working  mines  within  and  subject  to  the  jurisdictio' 
of  the  stannaries." 


Cooke  for  the  Appellant. — There  was  no  occupation 
the  parties  to  this  agreement  of  the  second  part  sufficier 
to  satisfy  the  27th  section  of  stat.  2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c. 
The  4th  section  of  stat.  25  &  26  Vict  c.  89,  prohibi 
with  certain  exceptions,  the  formation  of  partnerships  co 
sisting  of  more  than  twenty  persons  for  the  purpose  of  car; 
ing  on  any  business  that  has  for  its  object  the  acquisiUo 
of  gain,  unless  registered  under  the  Act.    This  partnershi 
was  not  registered,  and,  assuming  that  the  forty-six  pe 
sons  mentioned  in  the  instrument  were  liable  to  the  less 
as  tenants,  the  case  finds  that  they  entered  into  possessioi 
"in  pursuance  of"  the  agreement,  and  appointed  as  mana 
ger  one  of  their  number,  who  farmed  the  estate  on  thei 
account :  therefore  there  was  no  occupation  except  unde 
the  agreement ;  and  inasmuch  as  that  was  entered  into  i 
violation  of  the  law  it  is  illegal,  and    no   claim   can 
founded  upon  it.     The  distinction  between  a  mere  tenancy" 
and  an  occupation  is  pointed  out  in  Rex  t.  The  Inhabit 
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iontf  of  Ditcheat  (a).     In  that  case  Littledak,  J.,  Baid,       1865. 
p.  183^  "There  is  a  material  diflference  between  a  holding       Harris 
and  an  occupation.    A  person  may  hold  though  he  does       ambrt. 
Dot  occupy.     A  tenant  of  a  freehold  is  a  person  who  holds 
of  another :  he  does  not  necessarily  occupy.     In  order  to 
^'ccQpyy  a  party  must  be  personally  resident  by  himself  or 
^*8  family.*'     Here  was  no  actual  occupation ;  and  there 
v^U  DO  constructive  occupation,  for  as  these  parties  had 
'ormed  an  illegal  association,  and  were  incapable  of  occu- 
Py^^g  by  themselves,  they  could  have  no  power  to  appoint 
another  person  as"  their  servant  to  occupy  for  them.     [He 
"^ferred  to  stat.  26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  ss.  209,  210.]    [Bj/Ies, 
*^«     IDo  you  mean  to  say  that  an  indictment  would  lie  against 
persons  for  forming  such  a  partnership  ?     Is  more  in- 
tended by  the  4th  section  than  that  associations  consisting 
^'   more  than  twenty  persons  shall  not,  unless  registered,  be 
P^vileged  to  enforce  their  contracts  ?]    The  policy  of  the 
^^S^Blature  is  to  prevent  such  combinations,  and  they  are 
P^'ohibited,  though  no  penalty  is  imposed  for  a  breach  of 
enactment.    This  was  an  illegal  combination  formed 
the  purpose  of  evading  the  27th  section  of  stat.  2  &  3 
.  4,  c.  45,  and,  admitting  that  every  Englishman  is 
^^^titled  to  acquire  the  franchise  by  legal  means,  the  law 
»11   not  allow  the  votes  of  other  electors  to  be  swamped 
means  of  a  colourable  tenancy  such  as  that  here. 
Se  then  contended  that  the  building  upon  the  land  was 
a  *' building''  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  section 
stat  2  &  3   Will.  4,  c.  46 ;  but  the  argument  on  this 
"point  is  omitted,  as  no  decision  was  pronounced  upon  it  (&)• 

^tJJuh  {Kingdon  with  him)  for  the  Respondent. — First. 
*ne  case  finds  that  '*  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  entered 
^^^o  between  Amery  and  forty-five  others/*  and  Ford,  the 


f*>  ^B.ifC.  176. 

^  *  See  Norrith,  app.,  Harrii,  reap,,  ante,  p.  328. 
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H6S.        voicr  tod  bb  pvtnen  €Bia«d  intB 

Hauu  firit  q«estioo  raiaed  br  the  Appdiuii 
ulieCber  it  k  an  obfectJoo  to  vat  m 
m  Oie  2701  tectioo  of  stal.  2  &  3  «1ZL  4,  c 
occnpfttKA  is  nnder  an  iilegal  mstrmDon.  li 
tliere  was  an  occofiatioD  of  the  land, 
not  intend  to  leave  that  quef^Uoa  t&  the 
there  is  an  occupation  de  facto  no  qvesbiB  «f 
the  legality  of  the  occopatkm  can  be  nisBd  hufcn 
lister.  Where  a  claim  is  made  br  a  IraaptrAner  as  fl 
be  must  show  that  he  is  so ;  bet  vbei^sr  Ik  is  ■  ] 
sessioo  by  right  or  by  wrong  is  immaienaL  it  ohM 
be  objected  against  the  occnpier  of  a  bo«ae  tkaft  be  I 
hired  it  for  an  immoral  purpose,  or  used  k  as  a  ei^ 
house,  or  that  he  was  a  receiro-  of  stolen  gtMjdts.  [J^ 
}.  The  difficulty  which  I  feel  is  that  there  was  no  aet 
occupation  by  the  partners,  and  in  order  to  diow  t 
titey  occupy  constructively  you  must  have  reeonnetsi 
agreement]  It  was  not  intended  that  nice  qncifwai 
law  should  be  raised  before  the  barrister.  These  pen 
might  be  made  Defendants  in*  an  action  of  trespaai,  i 
can  it  be  said  that  they  might  not  sue  in  trespass?  Tl 
are  also  liable  to  be  rated. 

Secondly.  The  4th  section  of  stat.  25  Xc  26  F 
c.  89,  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  such  a  partnership 
this.  It  was  a  partnership  formed  avowedly  for  the  f 
pose  of  creating  votes  and  making  a  profit  out  of  the  h 
The  creation  of  votes  was  its  principal  object,  and  not  '^ 
acquisition  of  gain;"  and  it  was  not  intended  by 
legislature  that  the  occupation  of  land  and  making  a  pf 
out  of  it  should  be  considered  a  ^'business"  within 
meaning  of  that  section.  [Byles,  J.  The  latter  part  of 
section  excepts  certain  mines  but  not  farming.]  If  tl 
parties  had  merely  the  bona  fide  object  of  obtaining  Y( 
there  was  nothing  illegal  in  that. 
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Erib,  C.  J.  In  this  case  a  claim  to  be  retained  upon  1865, 
ite  register  is  made  by  forty-three  persons,  who  claim  to  Haerii 
be  qualified  as  the  occupying  tenants  of  a  farm  at  a  rent  of  Ambrt. 
of  473/,  lOf.  per  annum  ;  but  I  think  that  they  have  not 
obtained  that  qualification.  I  confine  myself  entirely  to 
Stat  25  &  26  VicL  c.  89,  s.  4,  which  prohibits  the  formation 
ofa  partnership,  consisting  of  more  than  twenty  persons,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  business  having  for  its  object 
tbe  acquisition  of  gain,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  company 
Qfider  the  Act,  &c  It  appears  to  me  that  the  claimants 
in  this  case  formed  such  a  partnership,  and  as  such  be- 
came tenants  of  the  land,  and  that  it  was  an  illegal  act 
on  their  part  to  form  a  partnership  consisting  of  that  num-* 
her,  and  then  take  the  land.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the 
B^ote  they  might  perhaps  have  rested  their  claim  upon 
the  possession  by  their  manager ;  but  there  being  a  statute 
prohibiting  such  a  partnership  as  this  unless  registered,  they 
cannot  set  up  a  possession  by  their  agent  without  at  the* 
ttQe  time  showing  that  they  have  violated  the  law.  I  am 
dearly  of  opinion  that  farming  is  a  "  business**  having  for 
'^object  the  acquisition  of  gain  within  the  meaning  of  the' 
statute,  and  seeing  the  way  in  which  insurance  and  banking 
^^panies  are  dealt  with  in  the  3rd  and  4th  sections,  and 
that  companies  engaged  in  working  certain  mines  are  ex- 
^pted  at  the  end  of  the  4th,  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  say 
^  the  statute  does  not  apply.  The  claimants  are  unable 
t<^  prove  even  a  semblance  of  an  occupation  without  resort- 
'%  to  the  agreement,  which  shows  a  violation  of  the  statute, 
'^e  are  other  objections ;  but  upon  that  ground  I  give 
^y  judgment  against  them,  reserving  for  future  considera- 
^  the  question,  in  case  it  should  arise,  whether  votes 
^j  be  lawfully  multiplied  by  the  formation  of  partner- 
^hipg  of  this  kind,  consisting  of  not  more  than  twenty 

P^ODS. 

WiLhEBf  J.     It  should  seem  from  the  provisions  of  staU 

cc2 
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1R65.  25  &  26  Vict  c.  89,  that  the  legislature  having  in  view 
Harris  frauds  committed  in  the  formation  and  carrying  on  of  h 
Ambrt.  companies,  and  the  inconveniences  that  were  found  to  f 
from  the  difficulties  of  enforcing  the  rights  and  sett 
accounts  between  the  executors  of  deceased  partners 
their  survivors,  determined  that  there  should  be  no  f 
nership  consisting  of  more  than  twenty  members,  ur 
registered  in  compliance  with  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
legislature  has  carried  that  into  effect,  enacting  by  sec 
that  no  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
business  that  has  for  its  object  the  acquisition  of  gain, 
consisting  of  more  than  twenty  members,  shall  be  for! 
unless  it  is  registered  as  a  company  under  the  Act.  \ 
respect  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  business,'*  it  is  n 
less  to  refer  to  authorities,  though  they  might  be  es 
produced  to  show  that  the  word  has  a  more  exten 
meaning  than  "  trade."  Farming  is  a  "  business,"  the 
it  cannot  properly  be  called  a  "  trade,"  which  word  h 
technical  meaning  connected  with  buying  and  selling 
gain  and  is  so  limited.  I  think  that  by  using  the  v 
''business"  in  the  4th  section  it  was  intended  that  fs 
ing  should  be  included  in  it;  and  that  it  was  so  intec 
is  confirmed  by  the  manner  in  which  "mining"  is  d 
with  in  the  same  section. 

Mr.  Mellish  argued,  that  in  such  a  case  as  this 
statute  ought  not  to  apply,  and  put  the  case  of  more  1 
twenty  persons  acquiring  the  possession  of  land  and 
right  to  share  in  the  profits  of  it  by  operation  of  law 
without  any  concert  between  themselves ;  but  such  a  < 
as  that  might  well  be  distinguished  from  the  present,  wl 
is  a  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  business 
the  acquisition  of  gain. 

A  curious  illustration  of  the  manner  in  which  a  tith 
land  may  be  acquired  at  common  law  will  be  found  in 
case  of  parceners.  In  LitL  sect  246,  Co.  LitU  I66b,  1( 
one  of  the  modes  of  making  parceners  at  common  la 


V. 

Ameet. 
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pointed  out  thus: — "If  there  be  four  parceners,  and  after        1866. 
partition  of  the  lands  be  made,  every  part  of  the  land  by       Haerib 
itself  is  written  in  a  little  scroll,  and  is  covered  all  in  wax 
in  manner  of  a  little  ball,  so  as  none  may  see  the  scroll, 
and  then  the  four  balls  of  wax  are  put  in  a  hat  to  be  kept 
in  the  hands  of  an  indifferent  man,  and  then  the  eldest 
daughter  shall  first  put  her  hand  into  the  hat,  and  take  a 
ball  of  wax  with  the  scroll  within  the  same  ball  for  her 
party  and  then  the  second  sister  shall  put  her  hand  into 
the  hat  and  take  another,  the  third  sister  the  third  ball,  and 
the  fourth  sister  the  fourth  ball,  &c.;  and  in  this  case  every 
one  of  them  ought  to  stand  to  their  chance  and  allotment." 
In  that  case  fortuna  facit  judicium,  and  for  aught  I  know 
that  mode  of  making  partition  still  remains  lawful.  But  by 
the  Lottery  Acts  many  chanceful  modes  of  division  of  pro- 
perty acquired  otherwise  than  by  operation  of  law  are  for- 
bidden, and  I  need  scarcely  refer  to  the  fact  that  with  re- 
spect to  Art  Unions  it  was  thought  necessary  to  pass  an  Act 
of  Parliament  (a)  for  the  express  purpose  of  legalizing  the 
division  by  lot  of  their  joint  property  amongst  the  members. 
In  the  present  case  it  may  perhaps  be  that  there  would  be 
^^  violation  of  the  law  in  the  mere  division  of  the  land,  if 
''^ade  in  fact  amongst  the  partners.     But  as  the  partner- 
ship consisted  of  more  than  twenty  persons  and  was  not 
'^gistered,  stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  was  violated,  and  the 
P^J^nership  became  illegal ;  and  as,  in  order  to  make  out 
'^at  the  claimants,  though  not  actually  in  occupation  as 
l^naots^  are  constructively  so,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the 
^6i*eement,  and  upon  so  doing,  it  appears  that  this  part- 
i^^TBhip  was  in  violation  of  the  statute  and  illegal,  the  right 
^"^ged  to  be  founded  thereupon  cannot  be  recognized  by  a 
^Urt  of  Law.     Therefore,  there  was  no  occupation  in 
^^pect  of  which  a  right  to  vote  can  be  claimed. 

Btlss,  J.     Though  I  was  at  first  doubtful,  I  am  now 

(a)  Stat  9  4-10  VicL  c.  48. 
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1865.       MtuBetl   tl»t    ^t.  25  ic  2?   FScf.  c  SS,  £.  4,  iuKil 
llAAfti*       j#airlru;rf»hips    ccmsi&ting    of   more    ihaa    tveatj  pesm 
.  *'  .        fomK^d  for  the  acqui«i'.ioD  of  srain.  axui  tbai,  imleBi  iiktm 
re^ibtercd,  they  are  iiie^L     Lo  tbe  pnseat  case  iat't 
no  coqxjral  occupation  by  each  of  the  menibas  of  Ai 
jf^rtntrMpf  and  they  can  only  prore  a  ecmtfracDfe  ooo- 
jmtion  by  resorting  to  the  agreemenx,  asd  thai  diBdoni 
contract  which  the  Act  of  Parliamect  icakes  fiksiL  k 
in  very  doubtful  whether  these  persons  conU  naisiaiaa 
action  of  trespass,  though  they  may  be  liaUe  to  beiatod; 
and  thev  mav  l>e  liable  as  Defendants  in  an  actioo  of  In^ 
pafefiy  for  thou'^h  they  may  not  be  permitted  to  aoqarei 
ri^ilit  by  an  infraction  of  the  statnte,  it  may  wdl  betht 
they  fihall  not  be  allowed  to  aToid  a  liability. 

Kkating,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  Ait 
the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reverEed,Bpi 
tlie  ground  that  there  was  no  such  occupation  as  tibe27lk 
section  of  Stat  2  &  3  Will,  4,  c.  45,  requires.  I  agree  withXr. 
Melluh  that  it  would  be  highly  inconvenient  if  any  qtfi- 
tion  as  to  tlie  nature  of  the  occupation  coald  be  voA 
l^forc  the  revising  barrister;  that  is  to  say,  whether  Ae 
occupation  proved  was  for  an  illegal  purpose  or  noL    6^ 
here  was  no  occu[)a(ion  by  the  several  claimants,  exc^ 
by  reason  of  an  illegal  agreement.     Therefore,  there  betrt 
no  occupation  there  can  be  no  right  to  vote. 

Decision  reversed. 
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1866. 


3XCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

OLLOCK,  C.B.,  Martin^  Channell  and  Pigott, 
BB.y  and  Mellor  and  Lush^  J  J.) 

OF  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company  v. 

Thompson.  February  5. 


iction  of  the  <' Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854"  (17  &  18  Viet,  Merchant  Shifh- 
direct!  that  in  ascertaining  the  registered  tonnage  of  steam  ping  Act,  17  4* 
a  certain  allowance  shall  be  made  for  the  space  occupied  by  the  18  Vict.  e.  104^ 
ng  power,  and  rules  for  the  measurement  of  the  space  are  set  out  t»,  23,  29. 
t>ered  paragraphs.    Section  29  provides  that  the  Commissioners   Tonnage  re- 
>mt  may,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  "  make  such  gieter  qftteam 
itions  and  alterations  as  from  time  to  time  become  necessary  in  vetteU, 
lage  rules  hereby  prescribed,  in  order  to  the  more  accurate  and  Allowance  for 
application  thereof,  and  effectual  carrying  out  of  the  principle  of  propelling 
irement  therein  adopted."  power. 

ing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  the  term  Modification  rf 
^  rules  "  in  the  latter  section  does  not  extend  to  the  provision  **  tonnage 
2Srd  section,  directing  what  allowance  shall  be  made  for  the  rules** 
ng  power,  but  refers  only  to  the  rules  of  measurement  set 
he  numbered  paragraphs  of  that  section* 

R  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
as  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs^  upon  a  special  case. 
*oceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported  19 
iS.  663. 

aintiffs  were  the  owners  of  steam-vessels  plying 
England  and  Ireland;  and  the  Defendant  was  one 
'veyors  of  customs  at  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The 
Q  dispute  was^  whether  the  Defendant  had  adopted 
J  of  registering  the  tonnage  of  the  company's 
ps  required  by  the  following  sections  of  the  Mer- 
pping  Act,  1864,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104. 
3.  "In  every  ship  propelled  by  steam  or  other 
[uiring  engine  room,  an  allowance  shall  be  made 
lace  occupied  by  the  propelling  power,  and  the 
3  allowed  shall  be  deducted  from  the  gross  tonnage 
p  ascertained  as  aforesaid,  and  the  remainder  shall 
.p.  D  D 
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1865.       gatisfied  that   stat  25  k  26   Vict.  c.  89,  s.  4,  hits  all 

Haeeis       partnerships    consisting   of   more   than    twenty    persons 

Ameet.       formed  for  the  acquisition  of  gain,  and  that,  unless  they  are 

registered,  they  are  illegal.     In  the  present  case  there  is 

no   corporal  occupation  by  each  of  the  members  of  the 

partnership,  and  they  can  only  prove  a  constructive  occu- 

patiou  by  resorting  to  the  agreement,  and  that  discloses  a  j-  i 
contract  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  makes  illegal.  It  ^^  t 
is  very  doubtful  whether  these  persons  could  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass,  though  they  may  be  liable  to  be  rated ; 
and  they  may  be  liable  as  Defendants  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, for  though  they  may  not  be  permitted  to  acquire  a 
right  by  an  infraction  of  the  statute,  it  may  well  be  that 
they  shall  not  be  allowed  to  avoid  a  liability. 

Keating,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  that 
the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reversed,  upon 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  such  occupation  as  the  27th 
section  of  stat  2  &  3  iVilL  4,  c.  45,  requires.  I  agree  with  Mr. 
Mellish  that  it  would  be  highly  inconvenient  if  any  qu 
tion  as  to  the  nature  of  the  occupation  could   be  raised 
before  the  revising  barrister;  that  is  to  say,  whether  the 
occupation  proved  was  for  an  illegal  purpose  or  not.     Bu 
here  was  no  occupation  by  the  several  claimants,  excep 
by  reason  of  an  illegal  agreement.     Therefore,  there  bein 
no  occupation  there  can  be  no  right  to  vote. 

Decision  reversed. 
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1866. 


EXCHEQUEE  CHAMBEB. 

am  Pollock,  C.B.,  Martin,  Channell  and  Pigott, 
BB.,  and  Mellor  and  Lush,  JJ.) 

City  of  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company  v. 

Thompson.  February  5. 


^^   2drd  Mcdon  of  the  «  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854"  (17  &  18  Vict  Merchant  Ship^ 
e.  104),  directs  that  in  ascertaining  the  registered  tonnage  of  steam  ping  Acty  17  4* 
▼eiaels,  a  certain  allowance  shall  he  made  for  the  space  occupied  by  the  18  Viet,  e,  lOif 
propelling  power,  and  rules  for  the  measurement  of  the  space  are  set  out  m.  23,  29. 
m  oumhered  paragraphs.    Section  29  provides  that  the  Commissioners   Tonnage  re- 
ef Customs  may,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  "  make  such  gut«r  qf  steam 
modifications  and  alterations  as  from  time  to  time  become  necessary  in  vetult, 
the  tonnage  rules  hereby  prescribed,  in  order  to  the  more  accurate  and  AlhuHmeefor 
uniform  application  thereof,  and  effectual  carrying  out  of  the  principle  of  propelling 
admeasurement  therein  adopted."  power. 

>^^  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  the  term  Modification  rf 
"  tonnage  rules  "  in  the  latter  section  does  not  extend  to  the  provision  '*  tonnage 
of  the  23rd  section,  directing  what  allowance  shall  be  made  for  the  rules.** 
propelling  power,  but  refers  only  to  the  rules  of  measurement  set 
oot  in  the  numbered  paragraphs  of  that  section. 


[RROR  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  upon  a  special  case, 
le  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported  19 
JB.  N.  S.  653. 
le  Plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  steam-vessels  plying 
reen  England  and  Ireland  ;  and  the  Defendant  was  one 
^  "tte  surveyors  of  customs  at  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The 
^^^^£tion  in  dispute  was,  whether  the  Defendant  had  adopted 
mode  of  registering  the  tonnage  of  the  company's 
im-ships  required  by  the  following  sections  of  the  Mer- 
*^^nt  Shipping  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104. 

Sect  23.  "  In  every  ship  propelled  by  steam  or  other 

P^^er  requiring  engine  room,  an  allowance  shall  be  made 

^^^  the  space  occupied  by  the  propelling  power,  and  the 

^^ount  so  allowed  shall  be  deducted  from  the  gross  tonnage 

^f  the  ship  ascertained  as  aforesaid,  and  the  remainder  shall 

VOL.  I. — c.  P.  D  D 
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Thompson. 


1e> 


1866*  be  deemed  to  be  the  register  tonnage  of  such  ship;  and  sue 
CiTTOF  Dub-  deduction  "shall  be  estimated  as  follows,  (that  is  to  say) ; 
Packet  Co.  "  (®)  ^^  regards  ships  propelled  by  paddle-wheels  in  ^^^  j^ 
which  the  tonnage  of  the  space  solely  occupied  by  and 
necessary  for  the  proper  working  of  the  boilers  and  ma- 
chinery is  above  twenty  per  cent,  and  under  thirty  per 
cent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the  ship,  and  in  ships  pro-  -^ 

pelled  by  screws  in  which  the  tonnage  of  such  space  is  ^_ 

about  thirteen  per  cent,  and  under  twenty  per  cent,  of  such 
gross  tonnage,  such  deduction  shall  be  thirty-two  one-  '^^ 

hundredths  of  such  gross  tonnage : 

"(b)  As  regards  all  other  ships,  the  deduction  shall,  if  the  ^ 

Commissioners  of  Customs  and  the  owner  both  agree  thereto,  « 

be  estimated  in  the  same  manner  ;   but  either  they  or  he  ^^ 

may  in  their  or  his  discretion  require  the  space   to   be  ^^ 

measured  and  the  deduction  estimated  accordingly;   and  ^ 

whenever  such  measurement  is  so  required  the  deduction  -^ 

shall  consist  of  the  tonnage  of  the  space  actually  occupied  *^ 

by  or  required  to  be  inclosed  for  the  proper  working  of  the  ^^ 

boilers  and  machinery,  with  the  addition  in  the  case  of  "^^ 

ships  propelled  by  paddle-wheels  of  one-half,  and  in  the  ^^ 

case  of  ships  propelled  by  screws  of  three-fourths  of  the  ^^ 

tonnage  of  such  space ;  and  the  measurement  and  use  of 
such  space  shall  be  governed  by  the  following  rules" — [Here 
follow  five  different  heads,  describing  the  mode  in  which  the  ^  ' 

measurement  of  the  space  is  to  be  made.] 

Sect  29.   **  The  Commissioners  of  Customs  may,  with  '^^ 

the  sanction  of  the  Treasury,  appoint  such  persons  to  super-  — ** 

intend  the  survey  and  admeasurement  of  ships  as  they  think 
fit;  and  may,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade, 
make  such  regulations  for  that  purpose  as  may  be  necessary ; 
and  also,  with  the  like  approval,  make  such  modifications 
and  alterations  as  from  time  to  time  become  necessary  in 
the  tonnage  rules  hereby  prescribed,  in  order  to  the  more 
accurate  and  uniform  application  thereof,  and  the  effectual 
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c^t^^rying  out  of  the  principle  of  admeasurement  therein       1866. 

adopted/*  '  ^  CityofDub. 

The  Commissioners  of  Customs,  with  the  approval  of   pj[cKE"ca, 
the    £oard  of  Trade,  and  professing:  to  act  under  section  «• 

^9  issued  in  1860  *'  new  rule/'  the  effect  of  which  was  to 
(I^pi^i^e  the  vessel  measured  of  the  additional  allowance  of 
^^'^Cfe-lialf  of  the  ^'tonnage  space/'  as  directed  by  the  23rd 


e  PlaintiA'  steamship  Columba  was  measured  ac- 
^c>r)c]iiig  to  these  new  rules. 

'A'lae  Solicitor  General,  (H.  Giffard  and  PoUock  with 
1^^103,)  for  the  Defendant,  contended  that  the  new  rules 
iB^uod  by  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  with  the  approval 
^^  tbe  Board  of  Trade  were  made  under  and  authorized 
^y  the  29th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854, 
1"^  &;  18  VieL  c.  104;  that  the  power  there  given  to  modify 
^'^cl  alter  the  ''tonnage  rules"  was  not  limited  to  the 
^^^*xil)ered  paragraphs  of  the  23rd  section,  declaring  the 
''^^es  by  which  the  measurement  and  use  of  the  space 
^*^^<i0.pied  by  the  boilers  and  machinery  was  to  be  governed, 
1^^^  included  all  the  provisions  as  to  tonnage  contained 
^  ^liat  section;  that  the  first  part  and  its  various  sub- 
8ions   formed  together  a  "  tonnage  rule,"  though  the 

on  is  divided  into  sub-rules ;  and  he  referred  to  sects. 


*     ^nd  22,  which,  like  the  23rd  section,  were  "rules/'  and 
so  called  in  the  margin  of  the  Act 

-^oMl,  (.Watkin  WUliams  with  him,)  for  the  Plaintiff, 
not  called  upon. 


^OLLOCK,  C.  B.   We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 

^   ^tlie  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be  affirmed.    The 

*^^stion  is  in  substance,  whether  the  Commissioners  of 

^^^toms,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  may 

^^le  certain    regulations,   modifying  the  tonnage   rules 

P^^^scribed  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1864?     1  may 

dd2 
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1866.  observe  for  myself,  that  when  an  Act  of  Parliament  ii 

City  OP  Dob-  passed,  and  power  is  therein  reserved  to  a  private  body  U 

LIN  Steam  make  any  alteration  in  its  provisions,  we  should  look  a 

V-  it  with  care  and  examine  it  with  strictness  in  order  to  se 

Thompson 

what  is  the  real  sense  of  the  language  used ;  and  we  ough 
not  to  take  what  is  called  a  ''comprehensive  view"of  suci 
a  clause,  and  allow  such  a  body  to  make  alterations  in  th 
enactments  of  a  statute,  when  it  was  not  intended  that  the 
should  have  such  a  power.  Looking  at  the  23rd  sectio: 
of  the  Act  in  question,  we  find  that  it  consists  of  thre 
portions, — the  first  part  is  presented  in  the  ordinary  waj 
and  states  that  in  calculating  the  tonnage  of  a  steam-vessc 
allowance  is  to  be  made  for  the  space  occupied  by  the  pre 
pelling  power ;  the  second  is  included  under  the  letters  (a 
and  (b),  and  shows  bow  the  deduction  is  to  be  estimated 
and  the  third  part  gives  the  rules  for  the  measuremei; 
and  use  of  the  space  occupied  by  the  propelling  powei 
These  rules  are  numbered  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  5,  and  I  can  se 
nothing  else  in  this  statute  to  which  the  term  'Honnag 
rule"  is  applied. 

Then  the  29th  section  states  that  Commissioners  of  Cue 
toms  may,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  ''mak 
such  modifications  and  alterations  as  from  time  to  time  be 
come  necessary  in  the  tonnage  rules  hereby  prescribed,  i 
order  to  the  more  accurate  and  uniform  application  thereo: 
and  the  effectual  carrying  out  of  the  principle  of  admeasure 
ment  therein  adopted."  It  appears  to  me  that  in  thes 
words  the  divisions  of  the  section  marked  (a)  and  (b)  ar 
not  included,  and  that  the  commissioners  have  no  powc 
over  those  provisions.  The  new  rules  which  have  bee: 
issued  by  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  are  therefore  ultr 
vires;  and  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  bav 
ing  so  decided,  their  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion—  and  I  think  thi 
is  a  verv  clear  case.     The  commissioners  have  no  autborit 
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given  them  to  interfere  with  the  sub-sections  (a)  and  (b).        1866. 

Ibere  are  enacting  clauses  of  the  legislature  saying  what  city  of  Dub- 

shall   be  done;  and  it  is  not  for  the  commissioners  to  alter  pIcke/co. 

niles  statine  in  express  terms  what  allowance  is  to  be  made*  ^     ^' 

-,.        .  or  TUOMFBON. 

loeir  authority  is  confined  to  the  last  part  of  the  23rd  sec- 
^on  *  i.  e.5  to  the  mode  of  measurement  set  out  in  the 
numbered  paragraphs.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  commis- 
siooers  haTe  exceeded  their  powers  in  varying  the  clauses 
Cq)  And  (b),  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
-Pleas  must  be  sustained. 

CfiANNBLLy  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the 
®^Jaae  reasons. 


1ACKBUBN5  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  29th 
*^otion  states  that  the  commissioners  may  make  modifica- 
and  alterations  in  the  tonnage  rules  ''in  order  to  the 
accurate  and  uniform  application  thereof,  and  the 
^^^otual  carrying  out  of  the  principle  of  admeasurement 
***erein  adopted."    These  latter  words  show  what  the  legis- 
lature meant 

^E*l)e  23rd  section  enacts  that  an  allowance  shall  be  made 

^^  tike  space  occupied  by  the  propelling  power  occupied  in 

^T^'^m  vessels ;  and  by  clauses  (a)  and  (b),  that  an  addi- 

^*^b1  per-centage  allowance  is  to  be  given  according  as  the 

^^^el  is  a  screw  or  paddle-boat ;  and  the  section  proceeds 

f^  ^tate  what  is  the  mode  of  measurement  to  be  adopted. 

^Oink  the  Board  of  Trade  were  right  in  approving  of  the 

^^^8  for  the  more  uniform  measurement  of  vessels,  but 

^^^  they  could  not  set  aside  the  provisions  of  the  statute 

log  the  additional  allowance. 

^KLLOB  and  Lush,  JJ.,  and  Pioott,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Fehmary  5. 

Charter-party  ^ 
eonttruetioH, 
"  One-hflffof 
the  freight  to  be 
advanced  by 
freighter*  9  ac^ 
eeptanee." 
Prepayment  qf 
freight. 
Lieru 


{Coram  Pollock,  C.B.,  Martin,  Channbll  and  Pigot 
BB.,  Blackburn  and  Mellor,  JJ.) 

Tamvaco  v.  Simpson. 

By  a  charter-party  goods  were  made  deliverable  at  Alexandria,  fireigbt  to 

paid  '*  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  less  advaooet,  S 
cash,  at  current  rate  of  exchange.  One-half  of  the  fireight  to  be  advances 
by  freighter's  acceptance  at  three  months  on  signing  bills  of  lading 
Owner  to  insure  the  amount  and  deposit  with  charterer  the  dub  poUc~: 
and  to  guarantee  same."     In  pursuance  of  this  clause  the  charter* 
gave  his  acceptance  for  half  n%ight  on  signing  bills  of  lading,  c^ 
which  a  receipt  "on  account  of  the  within    freight'*  was  endorsees 
and  the  invoice  also  gave  credit  for  the  amount    The  bill  of  ladii^ 
was  endorsed  in  blank  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  before  the  ship's  arrival 
Alexandria,  the  charterer  suspended  payment,  and  die  master,  on  arri  .f 
ing,  and  during  the  currency  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  refused  to  deliv« 
the  cargo  unless  the  whole  freight  were  paid,  without  deducting   ~ 
charterer's  acceptance.    In  order  to  obtain  possession   of  the  g4 
the  Plaintiff  paid  the  whole,  and  brought  an  action  to  recover  the 
cess  and  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  goods. 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas),  that  the  E 
fendant  had  no  lien  on  the  goods  during  the  currency  of  the  bill, 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

rilHIS  was  a  proceeding  in  error  on  a  judgment  of 
-^     Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  the  PlaintiiF,  upon 
special  case. 

The  facts  are  fully  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  pr 
ceedings  in  the  Court  below,  19  C  B.^  N.  8.  453. 

It  will  be  sufficient  to  state  here  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
merchant  residing  at  Alexandria^  and   the   Defendant 
shipowner  in   business  at  Sunderland.      The  action  w 
brought  to  recover  30  R  17«.  Qd.  money  alleged  to  ha 
been  improperly  paid  to  the  Defendant  at  Alexandria  fi 
half  freight,  which  it  was  contended  had  been  already  pai 
by  a   bill  of  exchange  given  by  the  charterer,   one 
Mattos,  on  signing  bills  of  lading  according  to  charted 
party.     The  charterer  having  become  insolvent  during 
currency  of  the  bill  and  before  the  ship's  arrival  at 
port  of  discharge,   the    Defendant  refused  to  deliver  t 
cargo  except  upon  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  freight 

llie  question  for  the  Court  was,  whether  the  Plainti^^ 


a 
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was  entitled  to  deduct  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange       1866. 
on  tendering  freight  to  obtain  possession  of  the  cargo,  and     Tamvaco 
also  whether  he  was  entitled  to  damages  for  the  detention,      simpbom. 

Lewers  for  the  Defendant. — The  first  question  is  whe- 
ther the  captain  on  tlie  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Alexan- 
^  had  the   right  to    exercise  his  lien  for  full  freight, 
and  that  will  depend  upon  the  construction  of  two  clauses 
of  the  charter-party.     One  is,  "  the  freight  to  be  paid  on 
unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  less  advances,  in 
^h,  at  current  rate  of  exchange;"  the  other  is,  *'  one-half 
of  the  freight  to  be  advanced  by  freighter's  acceptance  at 
^fee  months  on  signing  bills  of  lading.    Owner  to  insure 
"^  amount,  and  deposit  with  charterer  the  club  policy 
^^d  to  guarantee  same.''    The  two  clauses  are  apparently 
''^^^nsistent,  because  while,  in   the  first,  it  would  seem 
^^t  the  acceptance  is  a  prepayment  of  freight,  in   the 
'fttter  it  is  stipulated  that  the  advance  shall  be  insured  by 
^^  owner.     But  the  clauses  are  reconcilable,  if  it  be  held 
^^t  the  "  advance"  was  a  mere  loan  to  be  repaid  by  being 
*>rought  into  account  on  settlement  of  freight,  and  not  a 
P^rt  prepayment  of  freight     The  shipowner  was  to  insure 
^  ^nd  if  this  advance  was  a  prepayment  either  actual  or 
^^ditional,  then,  as  it  could  not  be  the  subject  of  sea  risk, 
'^^  shipowner  would  have  no  insurable  interest.     [Black- 
^***^»  J.    There  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  two  clauses, 
^^^^use  the   shipowner  might   insure   on   behalf  of  the 
^'^^terer  as  having  an  insurable  interest]     If  so,  why 
^^Uld  not  the  charterer  himself  insure?     And  on  that 
^^   ^^truction   no   meaning  can   be    given   to   the   words, 
^^posit  with  charterer  the  club  policy,  and  guarantee  the 
.    ^e."    The  interest  should  appear  on  the  policy  accord- 
^8  to  the  fact.     [Blackburn^  J.     No :  for  it  would  only 
J^    *  question  of  pleading  in  whom  the  interest  should 
laid.]    The  chief  point  however  is,  that  there  is  here 
^^liing  to  show  that  the  shipowner  was  insuring  for  any 
^^y  but  himself,  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  speculate 
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1866.       upon  anything  being  done  which  is  not  stated  in  the  case.   ^ 
Tamvaco      ^^  ^^^  construction  is  right,  here  was  no  advance  of  freight, 
^    V.  and  there  being  no  authority  deciding^  that  such  an  arrange— ^ 

Simpson.  f      i  .  f  .  . 

ment  affects  the  shipowner  s  lien,  that  lien  was  intact 

the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Alexandria,     ^Blackburn,  J.     Th^ 

bill  was  outstanding  in  the  hands  of  third  parties,  so  ho 

could  the  shipowner  say  he  was  entitled  to  cash  ?]    Sine 

the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.   Ill,  the  i 

dorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading  could  not  stand  in  a  ^^♦♦^ — ^   ^^^ 

position  than  the  indorser.     But  the  bill  of  lading  itse'^^^^jf 

makes  the  freight  payable  **  as  per  charter-party,"  and  tlEiz^Kr^e 

indorsee  would  therefore  be  liable  to  pay  the  full  charterc^^M^^d 

freight,  whatever  that  might  prove  to  be,  when  the  prop«k>  -^^  ^r 

time  arrived.     [Pollockf  C.  B.    The  receipt  on  the  bill  -  m( 

lading  is  for  301/.  Us.  6d.  "on  account  of  freight"]     Y 

but  it  goes  on  "as  per  charter-party,"  thus  affecting  tl 

holder  with  notice  of  the  nature  of  the  advance.     The 

fore  whatever  were  the  indorsee's  rights  against  2)6  ilf at 

the  charterer,  as  against  the  shipowner  he  had  no  rig! 

^Blackburn,  J.     Uave  you  any  case  where  a  bill  of  e 

change  has  been  given  for  freight  and  the  shipowner  h 

been  allowed  to  exercise  his  lien  ?]     No.     But  there  i 

case  in  Chancery  where  a  banking  company  enforced  a  li 

while  a  bill  given  for  moneys  advanced  was  outstandin 

lie  The  London^  Birmingham  and   South  Staffordshi 

Banking  Company  (a). 

In  the  second  place,  assuming  that  the  giving  of 

bill  was  an  advance  of  freight,  it  was  only  a  condition 

payment,  and  in  absence  of  special  circumstances  show! 

that  the  shipowner  took  the  risk  of  the  bill  upon  himse 

the  debt  subsisted,  and  the  lien  also,  and  the  lien  was  e 

forceable,  notwithstanding  the  currency  of  the  bill.     On 

bill  proving  worthless  it  was  no  longer  an  "advance;'*  a 

if  during  its  currency  the  lien  on  the  cargo  was  suspend 

then  on  its  extinction  that  lien  revived. 

(a)  llJttT.,  ^.5.316. 
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Thirdly.  The  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages        1866. 
respect  of  the  repayment  to  Messrs.  Barker^  his  lia-      Tamvaco 
lily  to  repay  being  the  result  of  his  own  act  in  inducing      simpion. 
to  give  the  guarantee,  and  afterwards  in  authorizing 
to  pay  the  amount ;  and  ^  fortiori  is  this  so,  when 
Barker  might  have  availed  themselves  of  the  non- 
^^ciatence  of  a  legal  debt  as  a  defence  to  the  action  in  the 
^— Consular  Court    Giving  the  guarantee  without  protest  and 
itli  full  knowledge  of.  the  facts  operated  in  law  as  a  pay- 
ent,  just  as  much  as  if  the  Plaintiff  had  procured  for  the 
-■-defendant  Messrs.  Barker*s  acceptance  or  promissory  note ; 
^  idl  events  the  damages  should  be  limited  to  the  loss  sus- 
by  the  detention  of  the  goods  at  Alexandria, 


JIfeUish,  Q.  C.  (Bidder  with  him),  for  the  Plaintiff,  was 
■^ot  called  upon. 

I*ollock,  C.  B.    We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 

^t  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  should  be  affirmed. 

^^    his  very  elaborate  judgment  in  this  case  in  the  Court 

ow  my  Brother  WiUes  enters  largely  into  the  question 

^e  rights  of  the  shipowners  and  the  charterer  under  the 

*^^rter-party.     But  it  is  sufficient  on  this  occasion  to  say 

^^^t  in  my  opinion  the  giving  of  the  bill  by  the  charterer 

9  in  feet,  a  prepayment  of  freight ;  and  if  there  should 

Hny  doubt  upon  that  point  it  is  dispelled  by  the  form 

^he  receipt  indorsed  on  the  bill  of  lading,  which  so  treats 

*      When  a  shipowner  who  has  placed  on  the  back  of  a 

^^  of  lading  a  receipt  for  half  the  freight  and  transfers  it 

r^  ^  bona  fide  holder,  the  indorsee  of  the  bill  is  entitled  to 

^^e  the  cargo  delivered  on  payment  of  the  remainder  of 

j^^t   freight.     There  was  here  a  demand    made  by  the 

*^intiff  for  the  coals  consigned  to  him,  and  the  master 

^«U8ed  to  deliver  them  unless  the  full  freight  was  paid, 

^^ough  a  bill  of  exchange  for  half  of  it  had  been  already 

^^^ived  by  the  shipowner  and  had  been  dealt  with  by  him 

^  payment     In  that  state  of  things  nothing  which  might 


V. 

Simpson. 
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1866.  arise  afterwards  could  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Pa] 
Xamvaco  roent  of  freight  for  the  carriage  of  cargo  is  like  any  othi 
paymenty  and  if  wrongly  paid  may  be  recovered  in  an 
way  that  the  law  allows.  This  case  being  stated  withoi 
pleadings,  we  can  only  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
return  of  the  money  which  he  was  compelled  to  pay  in  ord< 
to  obtain  possession  of  the  goods  improperly  withheld  finoi 
him. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My  judgmen 
however,  is  confined  to  this,  that  the  shipowner  had  n 
lien  on  the  cargo  in  respect  of  his  bill  of  exchange  bein 
invalidated  by  the  insolvency  of  De  Maltos.  The  good 
were  clearly  the  Plaintiff's,  and  they  ought  to  have  bee 
delivered  to  him. 

Channell,  B.  I  concur :  and  on  the  ground  that  tfa 
Defendant  had  no  lien. 

Blackburn,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  nt 
wish  however  to  be  understood  as  deciding  upon  tl 
question  whether  the  bill  of  exchange  was  a  prepayme:: 
of  freight  or  an  advance  on  account  If  the  ship  ha 
gone  down  and  tlie  shipowner  had  become  insolvec 
that  question  might,  in  some  form^  have  arisen;  but 
am  clear  as  to  this,  that  on  the  true  construction 
this  charter-party  the  Defendant  had  no  right  of  lies 
The  terms  of  the  charter-party  are,  that  the  freight  is  to  2 
paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  'Mes 
advances,*'  and  further  on  it  states  what  that  means- 
'^  one-half  of  the  freight  to  be  advanced  by  freigbtea 
acceptance  at  three  months  on  signing  bills  of  lading' 
I  cannot  believe  that,  while  the  charterer  was  givio 
the  bill  of  exchange  so  stipulated  for,  it  was  the  ii 
tention  of  the  parties  that  the  amount  should  be  pai 
again.  Some  analogy  has,  in  effect,  been  attempted  to  b 
shown  to  the  law  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  where  the  vendc 
exercises  a  right  of  lien  on  the  goods  sold.     But  that  is 


V, 
SlMPiOll. 
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^  imported  into  our  law,  forming  no  part  of  the  law        1866. 
Jiiercbant    It  cannot  be  extended  to  a  case  like  the  pre-      Tamvaco 
sent,  where  the  Plaintiff  was  the  bon&  fide  holder  of  the 
bfil  of  lading,  and  entitled  therefore  to  all  rights  under  it. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  (Mbllor,  J.,  and  Pigott,  B.) 
coacurreA 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Lock  t;.  Furze. 


Felruary  6, 


"*    l2?^*  ^  ^*'**  demiicd  premises  to  the  Plaintiff  for  a  term  of  years,  and  /„/-,.-,,g  *--. 

T^^F^  the  expiration  of  the  term,  executed  another  lease  of  the  premises  —i-; 

*®  *H«  Plaintiff  from  the  end  of  that  term,  for  twenty-one  years,  on  pay-  ^fg^ch  afcovt' 

^^^kx  of  £400  premium  and  £176  rent ;  and  the  second  lease  contained  nant/orouiet " 

^^^^enant  for  quiet  enjoyment  during  the  term  thereby  granted,  but  g„:QjL^g^ 

?*^ Plaintiff  never  had  possession  under  the  new  lease.    F.  having  jjg^red" 

?*^»  the  remainderman  repudiated  the  second  lease  as  having  been  j ^^. 


|.     J«  ultra  vires,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  obliged  to  accept  a  fresh  lease       ^^ 
^  ^ven  years  at  a  rent  of  £800.    In  an  action  for  breach  of  the  cove- 
?^*^t  the  direction  to  the  jury  was,  that  *'  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
^  indemnified  for  what  he  had  lost  under  the  breach  of  covenant,  and 
^^1^  *^coover  the  difference  in  value  between  the  old  and  new  leases.** 
^^  ^Qnning  the  decision  of  the  C.  P.,  that  the  direction  was  right. 

J^  ^ Is  was  an  appeal  by  the  Defendant  against  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  discharging 
P^^t  a  rule  of  that  Court  obtained  by  the  Defendant. 
w^  *  «ie  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported  19  C. 
^-  ^-  8.  96. 

*he  question  for  the  Court  of  Appeal  was,   whether 
1^^  damages  should  be  reduced,  and,  if  so,  whether  they 
^^Id  be  reduced  to  nominal  damages  or  to  25Z.  ? 

^(orth  for  the  Defendant. — This  being  the  conveyance 

^  m^re  interesse  termini^  in  estimating  the  damages  for 

"^^^h  of  the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  the  rule  to 

adopted   must  be  the  same  as  in  a  contract  for  the 

^^^  of  land ;    in  which  case,  on  failure  to  carry  out  the 

^^tract    from    want   of   title,   the    consideration    money 

^^^4  for  the  land  and  certain  costs  and  expenses  is  the 

^y  compensation  granted.     The  principle  contended  for 
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1866.        by  the  Appellant  is  stated  in  Kenfs  Com.  (a).    ''The  grantor 


FURZB. 


Lock         ^^^  ^^  concern  with  the  subsequent  rise  or  fidl  of  the 

by  accidental  circumstances^  or  with  the  benefidal  im — , 
provements  made  by  the  purchaser,  who  cannot  recoTer 
any  damages,   either  for   the  improvements  or   for  th» 
increased  value    ....   The  measure  of  damages  on 
total  failure  of  title,  even  on  the  covenant  of  warranty,  r 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  execution  of  the  deed  ;  and 
evidence  of  that  value  is  the  consideration  money,  wi*^ 

interest  and  costs The  ultimate  extent  of  the  V( 

dor's  responsibility,  under  all  or  any  of  the  usual  covena 
in  his  deed,  is  the  purchase*money,  with  interest ;  and 
I  presume  to  be  the  prevalent  rule  .throughout  the  Uni 
States"    No  claim  for  *'  improvements  "  is  made  here; 
the  only  improvement  that  has  taken  place  is  in  the  inc 
in  the  value  of  the  land.     [Pollack^  C*  B*    Why  should 
the  PlaintifFhave  the  benefit  of  that  ?]   Because  it  was  m 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  original  agreen^ 
Where  improvements  arise   from   causes  of  an  enti 
collateral  nature,  and  not  from  the  acts  of  the  purchaser  (i 
acts   being  the  fair  consequence  of  the  contract), 
doctrine  is  true,  that  the  money  actually  paid  with  intei 
is  the  measure  of  damages :  Mayne  on  Damages  (&).  h 

contracts  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  there  is  no  warrant  of 
title,  but  only  an  implied  condition  that  the  vendor  has  ^ 
good  title ;  on  that  proving  defective,  the  purchaser  cani^-  '^ 
recover  for  the  fancied  loss  of  his  bargain :  Flwream  ^' 
ThomhUl(c).  IMartin,  B.,  referred  to  the  judgment 
Parke,  B.,  in  Robinson  v.  Barman  ((f).]  The  nile  of 
common  law  with  reference  to  mercantile  contracts,  that 
a  breach  the  party  sustaining  the  loss  shall  be  put  in 
same  situation,  so  far  as  money  can  do  it,  as  if  the 
had  been  performed,  is  not  applicable  to  cases  like 
present.     ICkannell,  B.     It  should  not  be  forgotten 

(a)  Vol.  iv.,  lee  67,  ed.  xi.,  pp.  561—64. 

(6)  Pages  99,  100. 

(c)  2  W.  Bl.  1078.  (d)  1  Ex.  850, 855. 
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tli^is  18  a  case  of  the  breach  of  an  express  contract     Lord        1866. 


LecfnardSf  in  his  work  on  Vendors  and  PurchtuerSf  lock 
F>*  336,  14th  ed,,  says  "Where  the  purchaser  has  paid  vvm, 
part  of  the  parchase-money,  and  the  seller  does  not 
mplete  his  engagement,  so  that  the  contract  is  totally 
^^vsezecated,  the  purchaser  may  affirm  the  agreement  by 
sHoging  an  action  for  the  nonperformance  of  it,  or  he  may 
isaffirm  it  and  bring  an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
his  use.  In  this  latter  action  the  Plaintiff  cannot  re- 
▼er  more  than  the  money  paid,  although  the  estate  has 
in  value;  while  it  should  seem  that  if  the  estate 
sustained  a  diminution  in  value,  he  can  only  recover 
e  damages  he  sustained  by  the  estate  not  having  been 
if  eyed;  that  being  the  only  money  retained  by  the 
^faidant  against  conscience.     But  where,  for  example, 

<  purchaser  has  had  possession  of  the  property,  so  that 

<  parties  cannot  be  placed  in  statu  quo,  the  count  for 
<mey  had  and  received  cannot   be   maintained."]     In 

an  Damages,  p.  159,  2nd  ed.,  the  author  cites 

^sats  V.  Ten  EycKs  Executors  (a),  and  quotes  the  opinion 

Koitf  C.  J.,  that  the  rule  at  common  law  upon  a  writ  of 

charUB  was  that  the  demandant  recovered  in 

inpensation  only  for  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  war- 

Bty  made,  and  that  he  did  not  find  that  the  law  had 

altered  since  the  introduction  of  personal  covenants. 

^^  in  the  same  case,  Livingston^  J.  said,  "  To  find  a  proper 

"^^  of  damages  in  a  case  like  this  is  a  work  of  some  diffi- 

^**ly;  no  one  will  be  entirely  free  from  objection,  or  not 

^^  times  work  injustice.     To  refund  the  consideration,  even 

^^  interest,  may  be  a  very  inadequate  compensation  when 

^^  property  is  greatly  enhanced  in  value,  and  when  the 

^^e  money  might  have  been  laid  out  to  equal  advantage 

^^^here.     Yet,  to  make  this  increased  value  the  criterion 

^here  there  has  been  no  fraud,  may  also  be  attended  with 

^^iu«tice,  if  not  ruin."    And  the  author,  at  p.  157,  refers 

^^omerg  v.  Partington  {b).     There  is  no  case  precisely 

(•)  3  Caina,  111.  (b)  3  T.  B.  665,  678,  n. 
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1866.  in  point  with  the  present.  In  Williams  v.  BurrdHa)^ 
Lock  lessee  had  entered  on  the  demised  premises  under 
Furze        l^ase,  and  was  evicted  while  in  possession. 

Mellish    {Archibald  with    him)   for   the    Plaintiff.- 
covenant  for  a  good  title  would  be  broken  the  moment 
appeared  there  was  no  title ;  but  a  covenant  in  a  lease  tl 
the  lessee  shall  have  quiet  enjoyment  is  not  broken  until 
third  party  intervenes,  and  the  state  of  things  at  the  time 
the  interruption  must  surely  be  the  measure  of  damages, 
that  is  the  true  principle  on  which  the  damages  should 
estimated,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  as  to  the  details ;  c 
the  learned  Judge,  at  the  trial,  was  right  in  ruling  that 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  in  value 
tween  the  old  and  the  new  leases. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  thejudgm 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be  affirmed ;  f 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  has  left  the  Court,  desi 
me  to  say  that  he  concurs  in  that  opinion.  The  true  di 
trine  is  laid  down  in  Robinson  v.  Harman{b),  by  Parke, 
*^  llie  rule  of  the  common  law  is,  that  where  a  party  susta 
a  loss  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract,  he  is,  so  &r 
money  can  do  it,  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation,  V9 
respect  to  damages,  as  if  the  contract  had  been  perfonne 
Here  a  person  enters  into  an  engagement  by  which  oert 
things  are  to  be  performed,  and  there  is  a  breach  of  tl 
engagement — and  why  should  not  the  ordinary  rule  p 
vail.  It  is  said  that  the  case  of  Flureau  v.  ThamhUli 
qualified  the  general  rule;  and  that  case  was  upheld 
Sikes  V.  Wild{d).  But  in  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrooki 
Abbott,  C.  J.  said, — *^  If  it  is  advanced  as  a  general  p' 
position,  that  where  a  vendor  cannot  make  a  good  title  ^ 
purchaser  shall  recover  nothing  more  than  nominal  < 
mages,   I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  assent  to  it 

(fl)  1  Com.  B.  402.        (b)  1  Ex.  850,  855.         (c)  2  W.  BL  10^ 
(J)  4  B.  4^  S.  421.  (e)  6  B.  *  C.  31, 33. 
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'^  were  necessary  to  decide  that  point,  I  should  desire  to  1866. 
oa?e  time  for  consideration ;"  showing  that  the  Court  did 
'^ot  assent  to  it.  It  being  an  exception  to  the  rule  of  the 
common  law,  why  should  we  extend  it  ?  Prima  facie  the 
^^niant  would  be  entitled  to  be  put  in  the  same  position  as 
w the  contract  had  been  performed:  but  it  has  been  pro- 
P^ly  considered  that  if  a  benefit  arises  in  regard  to  the 
l^perty  that  should  be  considered  also. 

Chanmbll,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  action  is 
^tigbt  against  the  Defendant,  as  executor  of  the  deceased, 
^^^  breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  that  is 
^oat  we  are  entitled  to  treat  as  the  subject  of  PlaintiflTs 

^.    U  „.,  b.  «^Ud.  m  p»4  .h..  ^  r.  . 

"^fierence  between  a  breach  of  covenant  for  title  and  one 

^'^  quiet  enjoyment,  because  in  the  former  case  the  breach 

'"^y  be  said  to  occur  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  the  other 

tt  the  time  of  eviction.    The  question  before  us,  however, 

^9  Upon  what  principle  the  damages  ought  to  be  assessed? 

And  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  learned  Judge,  at  the  trial, 

stated  the  true  principle  when  he  told  the  jury  thaf  the 

"l^intiff  under  the  circumstances  was  entitled  to  be  indem- 

•^ified  for  what  he  had  lost  under  the  breach  of  covenant, 

^*^d  to  recover  the  difference  in  value  between  the  old  and 

*^W  leases."    The  Plaintiff  was  not,  therefore,  limited,  as 

^^*itended  by  Mr.  Oartk,  to  the  recovery  of  the  400Z.  paid 

^  Iiremium  for  the  new  lease,  but  to  more  than  that.     The 

S^Oeral  rule  of  law  being,  that  when  a  person  enters  into  a 

^^c^tract  and  fails  to  perform  it,  he  is  liable  for  the  breach,  . 

^^fl  must  make  compensation  in  favour  of  the  person  in- 

•^^^  to  the  extent  of  the  injury  done.     Certain  cases  have 

**^«^  cited  showing  a  qualification  of  the.general  rule,  and  a 


^tinction  has  been  drawn  between  the  present  contract 
^^cl  mercantile  contracts;  and  reference  has  been  made  to 

^^  question  of  what  damages  can  be  recovered  in  an 
^^tion  for  money  had  and  received  ?     It  is,  however,  un- 
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1866.       necessary  to  enter  into  these  questions,  for  the  present  cas 

Lock         IS  distinguishable. 

The  new  lease  was  to  take  effect  on  the  termination  » 
the  old  one,  and  no  doubt  it  was  a  mere  interesse  termim 
but  the  contract  was  actually  executed  by  the  testator 
far  as  he  could,  and  it  was  no  longer  in  fieri.  The  Plainft 
was,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  damages  resulting  from  ft 
breach  of  that  contract,  and  not  merely  to  the  money  whB 
he  had  paid.  With  reference  to  the  mode  of  calculatfi. 
the  amount  of  damages,  I  think  that  all  that  was  done 
the  trial  was  to  work  out  the  principle  laid  down  by  "Ci 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  that  principle  being  correct,  I  < 
not  see  that  the  Defendant  can  complain  of  the  amooc 
which  in  fact  has  already  been  reduced  in  the  Con 
below. 

Blackburn,  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  judgmei 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  should  be  affirmed.  Tl 
general  rule  where  a  contract  is  broken  is,  that  so  far  c 
damages  can  do  so^  the  party  sustaining  the  loss  shall  ' 
put  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  contract  had  been  fo 
filled;  and  when  we  see  that  the  contract  would  ba^ 
given  the  enjoyment  of  a  particular  thing,  the  measure  ' 
damages  would  be  the  value  of  that  of  which  he  has  be^ 
deprived.  That  I  take  to  be  clearly  laid  down  in  Mobin^ 
V.  Harman  (a).  To  this  rule,  however,  there  is  an  exc^ 
tion ;  the  origin  of  which  was,  no  doubt,  that  from  ^ 
peculiar  character  of  real  estate  in  England^  it  is  alv^ 
difficult  to  give  a  perfectly  good  title  to  that  kind  of  p' 
perty ;  and  all  that  can  be  done  is  to  give  such  a  title 
approximates  to  a  good  one.  Parties  may,  however,  ag*" 
that  on  the  conveyance  of  an  estate  the  seller  shall  not  ' 
liable  to  all  the  consequences  that  would  ensue  frooi 
failure  of  title,  but  that  he  shall  be  bound  only  to  repay,  tt 

(fl)  1  Ex.  850,  856. 
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^^poeit  and  expenses  which  have  been  paid  by  the  pur-        1866. 
^^haser.    Flureau  v.  Thomhill  and  other  cases  have  esta-        lock 
Uished  that  by  custom  such  a  condition  is  implied, — in 
coDtractibus  tacite  insunt  quae  sunt  moris  et  consuetudinis. 
TluU  is  the  principle  and  the  only  principle  on  which  those 
cues  can  be  supported  ;  the  parties  must  be  taken  to  have 
tacitly  agreed  to  such  a  stipulation.     But  this  is  not  a 
oootract  of  sale ;  it  is  an  actual  conveyance,  containing  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  that  covenant  has  been 
broken.    Why  should  that  breach  of  contract  be  taken  out 
of  the  ordinary  rule  ?    The  principle  of  Flureau  v.  Thomhill 
does  not  apply  to  an  executed  conveyance;  and  no  case 
has  been  decided  in  this  country  supporting  the  view  con- 
tended for  by  the  Defendant    The  cases  in  the  American 
Courts  do  not  agree;  some  States  adopt  the  principle  that 
such  a  stipulation  is  tacitly  incorporated  even  in  contracts 
lilLe  the  present,  while  othefs  do  not.     If  we  were  to  adopt 
the  former,  we  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  acting  contrary  to 
01U  usages^  and  against  the  law  of  the  land.     The  true 
Qieasore  of  damages  in  this  case  must  depend  on  the 
question, — what  has  the  Plaintiff  really  lost  ? 

Urllor,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Although  at 
finstdoubting  whether  the  true  rule  had  been  laid  down  to  the 
J^>7>  ^  ^ft^c  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  learned  Judge 
^^^8  right.  That  being  so,  I  agree  with  Mr.  Mellish  that 
^tien  the  true  measure  of  damage  was  pointed  out  it  was 
'^Sfctly  left  to  the  jury  to  work  out  what  the  amount  of 
^ompengation  should  be. 

PiGOTT,  B.      I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  though  afler 

^^OHj  hesitation.  At  the  trial,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  told  the 

J^'y  that  the  Plaintiff  was  "entitled  to  be  indemnified  for 

^fcat  he  had  lost  under  the  breach  of  covenant ;"  and  so 

^ I  agree;  but  he  added,  "and  to  recover  the  difference 

^^  value  between  the  old  and  new  leases,"  and  it  did  strike 

VOL.  I. — c.  p.  E  E 


386 

1866. 

Lock 

V. 

Furze. 


HILARY  TERM. 

me  that  there  was  a  fallacy  in  that  portioo  of  the  learn 
Judge's  direction.  The  Plaintiff,  it  must  be  observed, « 
never  in  possession  under  the  new  lease.  It  appeared 
me  that  there  was  a  difference  between  this  case  and  tl 
of  a  mercantile  contract,  where,  as  in  the  case  of  a  breach 
contract  for  the  sale  of  cotton,  the  buyer  can  go  i^ 
the  market  and  get  goods  of  the  kind  he  wants  and  tl 
strike  the  difference  between  the  prices.  I  considered  t 
it  was  like  the  case  of  a  covenant  for  title ;  and  that,  as  i 
Plaintiff  could  not  get  elsewhere  such  a  lease  as  he  had  k 
to  treat  an  imaginary  lease  as  the  foundation  was  fallacio 
In  the  result,  however,  I  think  the  authorities  are  c 
elusive;  and  that  this  is  like  the  case  of  an  ordia 
covenant  followed  by  a  breach. 

Judgment  aflSrmed 


February  6. 

Compotition 

deed, 

lUatonableness 

Power  to  trus- 
tees to  require 
verification  qf 
creditors*  debts 
in  such  manner 
as  trustees 
*'  may  think 

fit:* 

Other  provisions 
objected  to. 


Coles  v.  Turner. 

L  A  composition  deed  contained  a  clause  by  which  the  trustees  migb 

auirc  any  person,  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  debtor,  to  verily 

aebt  or  claim  "  by  statutory  declaration,  proved  before  the  commisiio 

of  bankruptcy  or  otherwise,  as  the  said  trustee  or  trustees  might  d 

fit."    Held  (reversing  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  F1eii)ff 

the  clause  had  not  the  etfect  of  depriving  the  creditor  who  faUc 

produce  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trustee  of  all  benefit  undet 

deed,  and  that  it  was  reasonable.     Quarct  1.  Whether  a  court  of 

can  declare  a  provision  which  applies  equally  to  all  classes  of  credit 

and  which  the  statutable  majority  of  the  creditors  have  thought  i 

adopt,  void  on  the  ground  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  it  is  U0 

sonable.     2.  As  to  the  soundness  of  the  decision  in  Leigh  ▼•  Futt 

bury,  15  C.  A,  N.  S,  815. 

2.  The  following  clauses,  on  which  the  Court  below  did  not  a4]adi< 

were  held  not  to  be  unreasonable,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  toM^ 

which  might  fairly  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  .* — 

(1.)  A  clause  following  a  power  of  sale  given  to  the  trustees  10 

spect  of  the  personal  and  real  estate  of  the  debtor,  coniief^ 

upon  them  power  in  their  discretion  to  postpone  the  sale  0^ 

or  any  part  thereof,  and  to  lease  such  unsold  portion*  e> 

from  year  to  year  or  for  a  term  of  years,  for  such  rent  as  < 

might  think  fit;  and  to  give  credit  for  the  whole  or  any 

of  the  purchase- money,  either  with  or  without  taking  scci^ 

for  the  same. 
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(^)  A  profiso  giving  the  trustees  full  discretion  to  pay  ditidends  at         1866* 
inch  place  and  in  such  manner  as  they  should  think  fit.  — " 

(^)  A  dause  authorizing  the  trustees  to  me  time  and  to  compound         Coles 
for  the  payment  of  debts  due  to  the  debtor,  and  to  abandon  such  ^■ 

as  they  should  consider  bad.  Turner. 

(^)  A  clause  relating  to  the  valuation  of  securities  held  by  secured 
creditors,  that  such  value  should  be  agreed  upon  between  the 
creditor  and  trustees ;  or,  in  case  of  dispute,  should  be  ascer- 
tained by  two  impartial  valuers,  one  to  be  chosen  by  the 
creditor,  and  the  other  by  the  trustees,  or  by  an  umpire  to  be 
named  by  such  valuers  before  proceeding  to  the  valuation. 

I^RROR  on  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
•*^    for  the  Plaintiff. 

•Rie  question  was  whether  certain  clauses  of  a  composi- 
^^  deed  were  unreasonable  so  as  to  render  the  deed  in- 
^iid. 

Por  those  clauses,  and  for  report  of  the  proceedings  be- 
'^%  Bee  18  a  B.,  N.  S.  736. 

^he  case  was  argued  February  5. 

-^elluh  (Hannay  with  him)  for  the  Defendant — One 

^    the  clauses   of  the  deed  objected  to,  and  on  which 

,^  judgment  below  was  founded,  is  the  following: — "That 

^  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  trustee  or  trustees  to  require 

^^y  person  or  persons  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  said 

"^^    Turner,  notwithstanding  that  he  or  they  may  have 

^^cuted  these  presents,  and  that  the  amount  or  alleged 

*Oaount  of  his  or  their  debt  or  debts  may  have  been  inserted 

^  the  schedule  hereto,  to  verify  the  nature  and  amount  of 

*^^^  debt  or  claim,  with  full  particulars,  showing  the  consi- 

^^'^Uion  thereof  by  statutory  declaration,  proved  before  the 

^^Ucunissioners  of  bankruptcy  or  otherwise,  as   the  said 

^'^tetee  or  trustees  may  think  fit."    The  Court  of  Common 

^le^held  the  deed  bad  on  the  ground  that  the  clause  in 

S^^ation  gave  a  very  arbitrary  power  to  the  trustees  as  to 

the  mode  of  proof  and  was  therefore  unreasonable,  the 

^^cirion  of  the  Court  resting  on  that  in  the  previous  case 

-teiji  V.  Pendlebury  (a).    But  in  the  first  place  it  is  to  be 

observed  that  the  present  clause  creates  no  inequality.    In 

(fl)  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  815. 
bb2 
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1866.  deeds  of  this  kind  the  schedule  is  usually  made  conclusiTe 
Coles  ^  ^  ^^^  amount  there  inserted,  but  here  the  trustees  may 
call  upon  any  creditor,  whether  he  shall  have  executed 
the  deed  or  not,  to  verify  the  amount  of  his  claim.  Then 
it  is  evident  that  in  some  way  or  other  power  must  be 
given  to  trustees  to  discover  those  who  are  really  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  his 
obligations  towards  them.  The  whole  force  of  the  objection^ 
therefore,  lies  in  the  degree  of  power  here  given.  It  is  said 
that  the  trustees  have  the  right  conferred  upon  them  of 
setting  aside  if  they  choose  the  ordinary  rules  of  law; 
but  that  cannot  be  the  effect  of  the  clause  in  question. 
The  trustees  are  appointed  by  their  cestuis  que  trust;  they 
are  answerable  for  improper  conduct  as  trustees  in  the 
Courts  of  Equity,  or  at  least  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
and  the  presumption  that  ought  to  be  made  is  that  they 
will  act  properly  and  not  that  they  will  act  improperly.  In 
Leigh  v.  Pendlebury  (a),  Erle^  C.  J.,  says  that  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  clause  similar  to  the  present  the  covenant 
should,  in  a  Court  of  Law,  be  taken  according  to  its  legal 
effect.  It  is  apprehended,  however,  that  the  true  construc- 
tion is  that  which  would  be  adopted  by  a  Court  of  Equity  in 
such  a  case.  [Mellor,  J.  Does  the  refusal  of  the  creditor 
to  prove  in  the  way  required  by  the  trustees  in  any  manner 
affect  his  rights?]  That  is  the  distinction  between  this 
case  and  that  of  Leigh  v.  Pendlebury ;  there  if  the  creditor 
refused  to  prove  his  debt  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trustees, 
he  was  to  lose  all  benefit  under  the  deed.  In  Stridk  ¥• 
I>e  Mattosib)^  Bramwell,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  upon  a  nearly  similar  clause,  says,  that  the 
**  clause  is  not  unreasonable  because  an  attempt  might  be 
made  to  apply  it  unreasonably."  The  decision  in  iSr: 
parte  Spyer(c)  goes   farther  than    is   necessary   for  thi 


C«)  15  C,  B,  N,  S.  815,  830.  (0)  3  H.  if  C,  22,  67. 

(r)  1  DeO.yJ.  4  S.  318. 
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<5Me,  but  the  effect  of  the  judgment  is,  that  where  a  volun-        1866. 


ion  either  from  year  to  year  or  for  a  term  of  years  for 
rent  as  they  might  think  fit;  to  give  credit  for  the 
le  or  any  part  of  the  purchase-money,  either  with  or 
^^bout  taking  security  for  the  same ;  and  to  pay  the  divi- 
at  such  place  and  in  such  manner  as  the  trustees 
«^^ld  think  fit ;  &c.] 
-^ese  provisions  are  all  intended  to  assist  the  trustees  in 
*^^  winding-up  of  the  estate,  and  are  for  the  benefit  of  the 


V. 
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^^  power  is  given  to  trustees  a  Court  of  Equity  will  not        Colbs. 
^Wow  it  to  be  exercised  against  the  general  intention  of 
we  deed     This  is  such  a  clause  as  a  Court  of  Equity 
*i^oiilcl  compel  trustees  to  perform ;  it  is  therefore  reason- 
able, and  if  so  the  deed  is  good.     In  the  second  place,  the 
power  here  conferred  is  exactly  the  same  as  that  contained 
'0  the  164th  section  of  12  k  13  Vict.c.  106,  for  there,  after 
giving  authority  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  examine 
^^    oath,  either  by  word  of  mouth  or  by  interrogatories, 
^©  section  provides  that  the  Court  may  require  such  further 
V^H^f  of  the  debt,  and  '' examine  such  other  persons  in 
'Nation  thereto,  as  such  Court  shall  think  fit,"     If  the 
^^ojiuiagioner  in   bankruptcy  asked   unreasonable   proof 
'^OcJer  that  section,  the  party  complaining  could  appeal, 
•*^ci  iji  a  like  case  under  this  deed  the  creditor  would  have 
•    ^ittiilar  remedy.    The  197th  section  of  24  &  26  Vict. 
*    *  34  (The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861),  provides,  that  the  par- 
X^*    ^  the  deed,  or  those  who  are  bound  thereby,  shall  have 
^He  benefits  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  there  are 
Negative  words  in  the  deed  preventing  the  creditor  from 
,  "^l^'^ng  to  that  Court  in  the  event  of  an  adverse  decision 
"^    ^tie  trustee  on  a  matter  of  proof. 

^    H-^iron,  for  the  Plaintiff,  then   stated,  that  the  other 

^      ^^»es  of  the  deed  to  which  he  should  object  were  those 

^^^      ^iDg  power  to  the  trustees  at  their  discretion  to  postpone 

^^    9ale  of  any  part  of  the  property,  and  to  lease  the  unsold 
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1866.  Biron  {Prentice  with  him),  contrsl. — As  to  the  first  poh 

Coles  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  draw  a  distinction  betwec 
Turner.  ^^^^  ^^^e  and  Leigh  v.  Pendlebury  on  the  ground  that  hei 
is  no  clause  of  forfeiture  in  the  event  of  the  creditor  r 
fusing  to  prove  his  debt  in  the  manner  required  by  tl 
trustees,  but  although  there  are  no  express  words  excludin 
a  creditor  from  all  benefit  under  the  deed  in  the  eTent  < 
such  refusal,  that  must  be  the  effect  of  the  clause.  The 
as  to  the  clause  postponing  the  sale,  this  is  a  deed  < 
assignment  intended  to  bring  in  the  property  of  the  debtt 
as  soon  as  possible.  [Mellor,  J.  Or  rather  within  tl 
best  time  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.]  It  must  s 
any  rate  be  within  a  reasonable  time.  IBlachburnj  J.  Hi 
not  the  legislature  given  to  the  creditors  the  power  < 
saying  that  that  shall  be  done  which  is  best  for  the  estate 
They  cannot  fly  against  the  spirit  of  the  bankruptcy  law 
The  power  to  give  credit  with  or  without  security  is  suiel 
unreasonable?  [Blackburn^  J.  Does  it  not  take  plai 
daily  in  the  city  of  London,  and  would  it  be  unreasonab 
with  the  Rothschilds  f  The  trustees  are  not  bound  by  tl 
deed  to  give  credit  without  security.]  It  is  sufficient  ) 
render  the  deed  invalid,  that  the  trustees  may  act  unreasoi 
ably,  and  here  the  clauses  of  the  deed  are  such  that  the 
is  a  strong  probability  of  their  so  doing, 

Mellish  in  reply  referred  to  section  136  of  24  &  25  Fie 
c.  134,  giving  power  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  di 
termine  all  differences  between  parties  claiming  under  tra 
deeds,  and  to  Ex  parte  Lawrence  {a\  where  the  Loi 
Chancellor  refused  to  interfere  with  the  discretion  exe 
cised  by  the  commissioner  in  such  a  case. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
Blackburn,  J.,  now   delivered   the  judgment  of  tli 

(a)  1  De  G.,  J.  Sf  S.  307. 
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Court  (a).    In  this  case,  which  was  argued  yesterday^  we        1866, 
fctvecomc  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  — ' 
of  Common  Pleas  is  erroneous  and  roust  be  reversed,  »• 


^Coart  below  have  passed  their  judgment  on  the  case 

^f  Leigh  ?.  Pendlebury  (ft),  holding  that  the  provision  in  the 

^^  in  question  in  the  present  case  was  in  effect  that,  in 

^8e  of  fiiilure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  provision, 

'oe  creditor  would  lose  his  right  of  having  the  benefit  of  the 

^'^fdeads  under  the  deed,  and  that  such  a  provision  was 

"^fcasonable  and  therefore  vitiated  the  deed.     We  do  not 

^^^  on  such  a  subject  as. this  to  do  more  than  is  necessary 

^^cide  the  question  actually  before  us;  and  we  therefore 

^  '*^in  from  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  whether  the  pro- 

**on  in  Leigh  v.  Pendlebury  was  or  was  not  in  itself  un- 

^^^onaWe,  neither  do  we  decide  anything  on  the  question 

**^lier  a  Court  of  Law  can  declare  a  provision  which 

^Plies  equally  to  all  classes  of  creditors,  and  which  the 

^^tutable  majority  of  the  creditors  have  thought  fit  to 

*^opt,  void  on   the  ground   that  in   the  opinion  of  the 

^"^^^rt  it  is  unreasonable.    On  these  points  we  leave  the 

'^^*'«Her  decision  neither  confirmed  nor  infringed.     We  base 

decision  on  this,  that  we  think  the  clause  now  in  ques- 

has  not  the  effect  of  depriving  the  creditor,  who  fails 

l^oduce  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trustees,  of  all 

■^cfit  under  the  deed,  and  that  wc  think  the  clause,  as 

construe  it,  quite  reasonable.     In  every  case  where  the 

is  to  distribute  a  fund  among  a  particular  class  (whe- 

«*  creditors  or  any  other  class),  the  trustee  must,  in  the 

^ce  of  any  express  provision  on  the  subject  in  the  deed, 

nuine  in  some  way  whether  he  will  act  on  the   sup- 

**tion  that  the  person  claiming  benefit  under  the  deed  is 

'«  not  of  that  class.    The  trustee  cannot  be  bound  to  give 

^  dividends  to  everyone  who  claims,  though  others  assert 

^^    his  claim  is  fictitious ;  nor  can  he  be  bound  to  reject 

^•>  Follock,  L.C.B.,  Martin,  Channell  and  PigoU,  BB.,  and  Black- 


Turner. 


and  Mellor,  J  J. 
*^^>  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  815. 
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1866.  every  claim  that  is  objected  to,  though  it  is  said  that  t^ 
Coles  objection  is  Unfounded.  His  duty  as  trustee  requires  Ie: 
Turner,  in  some  way  or  other  to  ascertain  what  he  thinks  to  be 
facty  not  to  act  on  his  opinion,  which  will  cast  the  onus- 
the  party  dissatisfied  with  his  decision  of  appealing  t^ 
Court  of  Equity,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  deed  within  ikzi 
jurisdiction,  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  to  set  aside  t1 
decision. 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  it  will  be  found  that  the  provisi 
in  this  deed   requires  no  more  from   the  creditors  ib 
would  be  required  if  the  deed  were  silent;   at  all  evez 
requires   nothing  unreasonable   beyond   what    would 
there  required.     It  does  not  make  the  trustees  arbitrate 
finally  to  decide  whether  there  is  any  debt  or  what  is  tl 
amount  of  that  debt ;  nor  does  it  impose  any  penalty  « 
those  creditors  who  fail  to  produce  what  the  trustees  thic 
suflScient  proof  of  the  debt;  it  simply  requires  that  tl 
creditor  shall  prove  his  debt  ''by  statutory  declaration 
otherwise,  as  the  trustees  may  think  fit."     If  he  does  e 
those  who  think  his  claim  bad  must  appeal  to  the  Court 
Bankruptcy ;  if  he  does  not,  the  person  claiming  to  be 
creditor  must  appeal :  we  see  nothing  unreasonable  in  tb 
Some  other  objections  on  which  the  Court  below  did  0 
adjudicate  were  urged  before  us.     We  think  they  all  fidl^ 
Those  who  entrust  to  others  the  task  of  realizing  an  est^ 
ought  to  select  their  trustees  carefully;  but  having  done 
it  is  prudent  to  give  to  those  trustees  a  discretion  as  to  ^ 
mode  in  which  they  shall  manage  that  estate,  the  ti* 
when  and  the  manner  how  they  shall  sell  it,  so  as  to  m^- 
the  best  of  it     The  statutable  majority  of  the  creditors  ^ 
by  the  Bankruptcy  Act  empowered  to  bind  the  minoritjT 
such  matters,  and  we  see  no  objection  to  the  manner 
which  they  have  in  this  case  exercised  their  authority. 
Judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed^-* 
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Peache,  App.,  CoLMAN,  Resp.  F^^W. 

'    I^cnons  arriving  by  train  at  a  railway  station  distant  a  mile  from  the  Licensed  otc- 
town  in  which  they  reside,  and  persons  resident  in  the  town  who  go  to  tualler, 
the  station  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  a  train,  are  *'  travellers"  under  Opening  house 
^  11  &  I2>iet,  c.  49,  *.  1.  for  sale  rf/er- 

^    -■.'be  Appellant  kept  a  public  house  just  outside  a  railway  station,  about  mented  liquor 
a  mile  from  the  town  of  iS^  ;  and  on  a  Whit- Sunday,  at  about  half-past  f,n  Sunday. 
eleven  in  the  morning,  three-quarters  of  an  hour  after  the  arrival  of  **  Traveller.** 
an  excursion  train,  eighteen  persons  were  found  at  the  house  smoking  11  ^  12  Vict» 
and  drinking,  and  amongst  tnem  four  persons  who  lived  at  S.,  one  of  c.  49,  s.  1. 
whom  was  smoking,  and  the  others  drinking.     Upon  being  asked 
whether  he  called  the  person  who  was  smoking  a  traveller,  the  Appel- 
lant admitted  that  he  belonged  to  S.,  but  also  stated  that  he  was  not 
aware  that  any  <S^.  people  had  been  in  the  house.      Held,  that  upon  this 
evidence  the  justices  were  not  bound  to  convict  the  Appellant  of  an 
effence  under  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  49,  s,  1,  for  opening  his  house  within 
the  prohibited  hours. 

^T^HIS  was  a  case  stated  under  stat.  20  k  21  Vict.  c.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions  held  for  the  division  of  Sevenoaks^ 

^a  the  county  of  Kent,  on  the  28th  July,  1865,  the  Appel- 
*^*^t  was  charged  upon  an  information  preferred  against 
^ijxiunder  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  \,  for  that  he,  being 
^^  resident  holder  and  occupier  of  a  dwelling-house  and 
pJ'emlses  in  the  parish  of  Sevenoaks,  in  the  county  of  Kent, 
^^d  being  a  licensed  victualler,  duly  licensed  to  sell  wine, 
spirits  and  other  fermented  and  distilled  liquors  on  the  said 
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1866.  premisegy  did  open  his  said  house  on  Sunday,  the  4tb  c^ 
Pg^cHB  of  June  last,  for  the  sale  of  wine,  spirits  and  other  ferment 
and  distilled  liquors  before  the  hour  of  half-past  tweWe^ 
the  same  day,  to  wit,  at  the  hour  of  half-past  eleven,  tE^ 
same  not  being  for  refreshment  to  any  traveller  or  to  ao^ 
lodger  in  the  said  house,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  information  was  preferred  by  the  Respondent,  who 
was  the  superintendent  of  police  for  the  division ;  and  the 
magistrates,  upon  the  hearing,  convicted  the  Defendant,  ih( 
now  Appellant,  of  the  offence  charged  and  adjudged  him  t< 
pay  a  penalty  of  2/.,  and  a  further  sum  of  lis.  for  costs. 

On  the  hearing,  Thomas  Fone,  a  witness  on  the  part  o 
the  informant,  proved  as  follows : — "  I  am  a  constable  ii 
the  Kent  county  constabulary.  On  the  4th  June  last, 
Sunday,  I  visited  the  Railway  Tavern  Alehouse,  kept  b 
the  Defendant  Peache,  about  twenty-five  minutes  to  twelv 
in  the  morning.  I  found  several  persons  there  smokiit 
and  drinking.  I  asked  Mr.  Peache  how  his  house  cam 
open  at  that  hour  and  Sevenoaks^  people  drinking  and  lea^ 
ing.  I  saw  some  Sevenoaks*  people  there,  one  a  man  of  th 
name  of  Budgen  and  his  son,  and  another  by  the  name  c 
Morgan,  and  another  elderly  person ;  I  did  not  know  hi 
name.  I  called  Mr.  Peaches  attention  to  him,  and  saic 
you  do  not  call  him  a  traveller,  and  he  replied  '  Oh  yes,  h 
does  belong  to  Sevenoaks,*  I  saw  the  persons  mentione 
leave  the  house.  The  elderly  person  was  in  the  parlou 
sitting  down  smoking.  I  left  him  there  when  I  left, 
spoke  to  Mr.  Peache,  and  he  said  he  was  not  aware  tha 
any  Sevenoaks'  people  had  been  in  the  house.  I  asked  hie 
what  are  those  that  have  just  gone  out?  He  said  he  dii 
not  know ;  he  did  not  see  them  ;  he  could  not  tell  eveiy 
body." 

This  witness,  on  cross-examination  by  the  Defendant* 
attorney,  said,  ^'  Mr.  Peache^s  house  is  just  outside  the  gate 
of  the  railway  station.    There  were  not  eighteen  persoiifl 
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I  shonld  say^  in  tlie  bouse.     I  saw  no  one  ealing  bread  and        1866. 
cheese.    I  only  went  into  the  parlour.     I  know  tbere  are       pbachb 
^^^carsion  trauis  on  a  Sunday.    Three-quarters  of  an  hour      colman. 
^fore  such  a  train  had  come  in." 

I>^  reply  to  a  question  put  by  the  magistrates'  clerk,  the 
^'tiieflg  gaid, '' before  the  parties  came  away  I  saw  Morgan 
"rfnlc  ale,  and  I  saw  all  the  other  men  in  the  house." 

c  Defendant's  attorney  admitted  that  tiie  elderly  per- 

veferred  to  in  Fcne^s  evidence  was  a  Sevenoaks'  person, 

^*^^>   lad  gone  to  meet  a  friend  coming  by  the  rail,  and  he 

^^^i^Kxitted  that  such  person  was  entiUed  to  be  at  Defendant's 

^^^s«  as  described. 

I  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  one  Steers  was  called,  who 
''  I  live  at  HartsUmds,  Sevenoaks.    I  recollect  the  4th 
,  WhU-Sunday.     I  was  at  Mr.  Peacke's  house  on  the 
^"^ling  of  that  day,  my  father  came  from  Ihinbridge  and 
^    ^^id  I  went  down  to  the  train  to  meet  my  brother  and 
*^    — -%  who  were  coming  from  London.    The  train  was 


;  it  got  in  about  a  quarter  past  eleven,  and  there  were 

many  passengers.     When  we  got  to  Mr.  Peach^Sy 

Irotfaer  said  he  should  like  a  glass  of  ale,  and  I  and  my 

«r  drunk  a  glass  of  ale  with  him.     He  called  for  it     I 

he  was  a  traveller.     I  must  not  drink  it,  but  you 

^E^is  witness,  on  cross-examination,  said  **  I  saw  no  one 

^^^  I  knew.     My  father  must  pass  my  house  before  he 

to  the  railway  station." 

Kt  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  that  he 

^^^  committed  no  offence ;  that  it  was  impossible  he  could 

**^^^nally  see  all  parties  who  flocked  to  his  house  on  the 

^^****iyal  of  trains,  and  that  he  had,  as  he  believed,  supplied 

^^^ieshment  to  those  persons  only  whom  he  believed  to  be 

fide  travellers  on  the  Sunday  in  question ;  that  it  was 

^sommon  occurrence  for  parties  in  the  neighbourhood  to 

'me  to  his  house  with  friends  who  had  come  in  by  the 

^^"^io,  and  whom  such  parties  bad  gone  to  meet;  but  that 
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1866.       on  such  occasions  he  did  not  supply  such  parties,  but  only 

Peachr      their  friends,  with  refreshments,  &c. 

CoLMAN  '^  ^^  admitted  by  him  that  the  proceedings  were  legal 

and  regular,  and  that  if  he   had  committed  the   oflTence 
charged  the  conviction  was  properly  made. 

The  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  Appellant  committed  an  offence  against  the 
statute  and  was  rightly  convicted  of  keeping  his  house  open 
for  the  sale  of  wine,  «&c.,  before  the  hour  of  half-past  twelve 
on  the  Sunday  in  question  under  the  circumstances  detailed 
in  the  evidence.    The  railway  station  is  about  a  mile  dis- 
tant from  Sevenoaks  town,  where  Btidgen,  the  person  referred 
to  in  police-constable  Fone*s  evidence,  resides.     Sunday, 
4th  June,  was  Whit-Sunday,  and  on  that  morning  a  great 
number  of  persons  came  to  the  Sevenoaks'  station  by  the 
train. 

Hayes,  Serjt.,  for  the  Appellant. — The  question  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  upon  the  evidence  the 
Appellant  was  properly  convicted.  The  1st  section  of 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  49,  enacts  that  no  person  licensed 
to  sell  beer  by  retail  **  shall  open  his  house  for  the  sale  of 
wine,  spirits,  beer,  or  other  fermented  or  distilled  liquors, 
or  sell  the  same,  on  Sunday,  before  half-past  twelve  o^clock 
in  the  afternoon, .  .  .  except,  in  all  the  cases  aforesaid,  as 
refreshment  for  travellers."  Two  offences  are  specified. 
The  Appellant  is  not  charged  with  selling.  The  charge  is 
that  he  opened  his  house  for  the  sale  of  wine,  &c.,  before 
half-past  twelve.  But  the  fair  inference  from  the  facts 
stated  is  that  he  bon&  fide  opened  his  house  for  such  sale 
as  refreshment  for  travellers,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  opened  for  any  other  purpose,  and  if  so  the  con- 
viction must  be  quashed.  In  Taylor,  app.,  HumphrieSf^ 
resp.  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  word  "  travellers"  inc 
the  statute  includes  any  persons  who  go  abroad  for  poly- 
poses of  business  or  pleasure,  and  who  need  refreshments 

(a)  17  C.  B.,  JV.  5.  539. 
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md  that,  as  the  exception  is  contained  in  the  same  section  1866. 
of  the  Act  which  creates  the  offence,  the  onus  of  show-  Peache 
ing  that  the  persons  supplied  with  refreshment  are  not  coiTman. 
within  the  exception  is  on  the  informer.  [Willes,  J.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  says  in  that  case,  p.  549,  17  C.  jB.y 
N.  S.y  that  a  person  would  be  a  traveller  within  the  ex- 
ception if  he  came  abroad  from  any  of  the  motives  sug- 
geited  in  the  argument  for  the  Appellant  there  as  legi- 
tinatei  and  needed  refreshment;  but  that  if  he  came 
ihroad  merely  because  he  desired  to  go  to  a  public-house 
nd  obtain  drink  he  would  not]  If  a  publican  opens  his 
kmse  for  those  who  are  honk  fide  travellers,  and  a  person 
who  is  not  so  and  who  is  not  known  to  the  publican  goes  in, 
that  can  he  do  ?  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Appellant 
lioew  or  bad  reason  to  believe  that  any  of  the  persons  came 
ftom  Sevenoaks.  [Willes,  J.  There  was  a  case  before  Mr. 
Arnold  where  an  information  was  laid  against  the  keeper  of 
trefteshment  room  at  a  railway  station.]  That  probably 
iRtt  Fisher,  app.,  Howard,  resp.  (&),  where  a  person  who 
Wl  tal|Len  a  ticket  at  a  railway  station,  and  was  about  to 
rtart  by  a  train  from  the  station,  was  held  to  be  a  "  travel- 
^  within  the  exception  in  the  42nd  section  of  stat.  2  &  3 
yict  c.  47. 
No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Respondent. 

^ILLBS,  J.     In  this  case  the  Appellant  was  convicted 

^Dderstat  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  49,  $.  1,  for  opening  his  bouse, 

^  ^  Sunday,  before  half-past  twelve  o'clock,  for  the  sale  of 

*'^ented  liquors.     It  appears  that  he  did  open  his  house 

^''^'ch  is  about  a  mile  from  Sevenoaks,  and  just  outside  the 

*^^ay  station,  on  the  morning  of  Whit- Sunday  during  the 

^n  of  divine  service,  and  that  there  were  about  eighteen 

-^^ns  there  smoking  and  drinking.     Of  those  persons 

^   large  proportion  seem   to  have  been   unquestionably 

^Xrellers  who  had  recently  come  in  by  the  train.    There 

e,  however,  amongst  them  some  who  lived  at  Sevenoaks. 

(fl)  34  L.  J.,  M.  C.  42. 
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1866.  One  of  these,  an  elderly  person,  so  far  as  appears  in 
Pbache  case,  did  not  have  any  drink  but  was  smoking  in  the  ] 
CoLMAN.  iouT,  and  did  not  leave  the  house.  The  other  Sevena 
people  left  the  house,  and  it  should  seem  that  they  "v 
persons  who  ought  not  to  have  been  drinking,  and  that  t 
left  because  they  were  conscious  that  they  ought  not  to  h 
been  there,  and  that  they  for  that  reason  left  when  the 
perin tendent  of  police  came.  The  only  proof,  however,  agai 
the  landlord  that  Sevenoaks*  people  were,  to  his  knowled 
drinking  in  his  house,  is  his  own  statement,  acknowledg 
that  some  of  those  present  were  persons  belonging 
SevenoaAs.  But  that  admission  must  be  taken  coup 
with  and  qualified  by  his  statement  that  he  was 
aware  that  any  Sevenoaks*  people  had  been  in  the  hoi 
that  he  did  not  see  them,  and  could  not  tell  everybo 
The  question  for  this  Court  is  raised  in  a  peculiar  foi 
The  justices  do  not  pronounce  an  opinion  that  the  J 
pellant  knowingly  supplied  drink  to  Sevenoaki  peo] 
not  being  travellers,  and  have  not  found  that  he  opei 
his  house  coiourably ;  and  they  probably  thought  ti 
the  reasonable  conclusion  to  be  arrived  at  on  the  c 
dence  before  them  was  that  he  opened  his  house  be 
fide  for  the  supply  of  refreshment  to  travellers,  but  ; 
bound  to  convict  because  these  two  or  three  Sevenac 
people  happened  to  be  there.  Looking  at  the  form  in  wh 
the  question  comes  before  us,  I  think  it  amounts  to  thif 
whether  the  justices  were  bound  to  convict;  and  for  i 
reasons  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  were  not  so  boo 
and  that  this  conviction  ought  to  be  quashed. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  for  the  same  r 
sons. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  unable  to  see  any  evidence  either  t] 
the  Appellant  opened  his  house  except  for  the  refreahiiM 
of  travellers,  or  that  he  knowingly  supplied  drink  to  oth( 
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than    ^rafellers.     An  excursion  train  had  just  arrived,  and, 
althoi2gb  there  were  some  Sevejwaks'  people  at  the  house, 
they   may  have  been  either  travellers  who  had  just  arrived 
and  were  going  home,  or,  it  may  be,  that  they  were  persons 
^^tio  had  come  to  the  town  to  meet  friends  coming  by  the 
^'^ain.      In  either  case  I  think  they  would  be  equally  travel- 
ler's.    Suppose  a  train  should  be  late  it  would  be  hard  upon  a 
'^'^cllord  if  those  who  came  to  meet  it  could  not  be  supplied 
refreshment 

Conviction  quashed. 


1866. 


Pbacue 

COLMAN. 


Dickinson  v.  The  London  and  North 
Western  Railway  Company. 

Plaintiff  negligently  fastened  his  hone  by  the  bridle  to  a  railing  in  the 
^|^€n  yard  <x  a  public-hpuse,  within  which  he  remained  for  two  hourt. 
Yiie  highway  leading  from  the  house  crossed  the  railway  of  the  Defend- 
^txts  -on  a  level,  and  they  had  set  up  gates  across  both  ends  of  the  high- 
^ciy  at  the  crossing.  The  gates  opened  outwards  from  the  railway,  and 
closed  with  a  catch,  but  were  easy  to  open,  and  would  open  when  a  train 
¥^a»saed,  and  there  was  no  gatekeeper  at  the  crossing.  During  the 
^laintifTs  absence  the  horse  escaped  from  the  railing,  owing  to  the 
^^liflent  fastening,  strayed  to  the  highway  and  along  that  to  the 
^^^Vossing,  and,  the  gate  there  not  being  closed,  through  the  gateway 
'  o  the  railway,  where  it  was  killed  by  a  passing  engine  of  the  Defend* 

iKlts.    Held,  on  the  authority  of  Fawcett  v.  The  York  ^  North  Midland  R. 

^o,,  16  Q.  B.  610,  that  under  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  9,  an  obligation 
^as  imposed  on  the  Defendants  to  keep  the  gates  closed  against 
^^ray  cattle  on  the  highway,  that  the  accident  had  been  caused  by 
^t^eir  statutory  misconduct,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
ooYer  from  them  the  value  of  the  horse. 

V^  His  was  a  case  stated  on  appeal  from  the  County  Court 
at  Charley,  in  Lancashire, 

le  action,  which  had  been  tried  before  the  County  Court 
'^^ge,  without  a  jury,  was  to  recover  25/.,  the  value  of  a 
^^x^e  killed  on  the  Defendants'  railway  at  Euxton  on  the 
^^*^  ^{  Augusty  \%Qb. 


Saturdafff 
February  10. 
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On  the  trial  it  was  stated  by  the  Plaintiff  that  about  half- 
past  eight  o'clock  on  the  evening  of  the  9th  ofAtiffust,  1865, 
he  was  returning  home  and  that  he  called  at  a  public-house 
between  one  and  two  hundred  yards  from  the  Defendants' 
railway  at  Euxton,  that  he  fastened  his  horse  by  the  bridle 
to  a  railing  in  the  open  yard  of  the  public-house,  although 
there  were  proper  stables  attached  to  the  public-bouse. 
He  remained  in  the  public-house  about  two  hours,  and 
when  he  went  to  look  for  the  horse  it  was  gone  from  the 
place  where  he  had  fastened  it;  he  went  home  without 
finding  or  making  much  search  for  it. 

It  was  proved  that  there  is  a  common  and  public  high- 
way used  for  horses,  carts  and  carriages  leading  from  that 
public-house  towards  and  across  the  Defendants'  railway  in 
Evxton;  that  the  crossing  of  such  highway  by  the  railway 
is  a  level  crossing,  and  that  the  railway  company  had  set 
up  gates  across  both  sides  of  the  highway  at  such  crossing, 
but  the  evidence  showed  that  they  had  no  gate-keeper  at 
that  crossing.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  gates  opened 
outwards  from  the  railway  and  that  they  were  closed  by 
a  catch,  but  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  they  were  easy  to 
open,  and  a  witness  said  it  did  not  require  a  strong  pull 
to  open  them,  and  that  they  would  open  when  a  train 
passed  and  would  remain  open,  and  that  he  had  opened 
one  of  them  by  pushing  against  it  with  a  hand  cart.  When 
the  Plaintiff  went  home  from  the  pubUc-house  about  half- 
past  ten  o'clock  on  the  night  in  question  he  arrived  at 
the  gates  and  found  them  closed. 

The  dead  body  of  the  horse  was  discovered  on  the 
railway  about  one  hundred  and  forty  yards  from  the 
gate,  and  a  witness  proved  that  he  observed  that  the 
horse  had  stood  near  the  gate  on  its  outer  side  at  the 
crossing,  and  that  the  next  day  he  traced  the  marks  of  the 
horse  from  the  gate  along  the  railway  to  the  place  where 
the  animal  was  killed.  The  Plaintiff  also  spoke  to  the 
footmarks  of  the  horse  having  been  traced  on  the  10th 
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/  along  the  railway  from  the  gate  to  the  place  where        1866. 
as  killed,  and  it  was  not  disputed  that  the  horse  had    Dickinson 
n  killed  on  the  railway  during:  the  nigrht  by  a  passing:  «• 

•^  °  &jr&    London  AND 

^ine  of  the  Defendants.  N.  w.  Rail* 

The  Plaintiflfs  counsel  first  rested  his  case  on  the  Rail- 
y  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  Vict.  c.  20,  but  after- 
ards,  finding  that  the  Defendants'  railway  was  completed 
previously  to  the  coming  into  operation  of  that  Act,  on  the 
iMwad  ground  that  the  Defendants  were  liable  for  want  of 
precaution  in  carrying  on  a  dangerous  trade. 

The  Defendants  called  no  witnesses ;  but  it  was  con- 
teiided  on  their  behalf  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
horse's  death  having  been  caused  by  any  negligence 
^11  their  part,  the  facts  proved  being  quite  consistent  with 
absence  of  such  negligence ;  that  even  if  the  gate  had  * 
left  open  and  the  horse,  straying  on  the  road,  had 
through  it,  the  Plaintiff  had  contributed  to  his  own 
by  his  gross  negligence  in  not  properly  securing  the 
norse  at  the  public-house ;  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
^e  manner  in  which  the  horse  got  from  the  railing  at  the 
pol>lic«house  to  the  railway,  and  it  was  quite  possible 
^^t  the  horse  might  have  been  taken  away  from  the 
lulling  by  some  person  who  opened  the  gate,  and  that  the 
horse  had  so  got  on  the  railway  without  any  negligence 
^*"  default  on  the  part  of  Defendants;  that  there  was  no 
^^idence  of  the  bridle  or  the  railing  having  been  broken, 
^^cl  that  it  was  admitted  by  the  Plaintiff  tliat  when  he  saw 
"*^  bridle  on  the  dead  horse  the  next  day  it  was  differently 
folded  than  when  he  had  fastened  it  round  the  railing  at 
*™^  public-house. 

"He  County  Court  judge  found  in  point  of  fact  that  the 

"OrTBe  had  been  insecurely  and  negligently  fastened  by  the 

*^Iaiijtiff  to  the  railing  at  the  public-house ;  that  during  his 

**^sence  in  the  public-house  the  animal  had  escaped  from 

^  lUiling  owing  to  such  negligence  and  insecure  fastening ; 

^^  it  had  strayed  from  that  place  to  the  highway  and 

Voi,.  i._c.  p.  F  F 


Co. 
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1 866.        along  the  highway  to  the  crossing ;  that  the  railway  g« 

Dickinson     ^^^  wan  not  then  closed  but  open;  that  the  horse  b 

«•  strayed  through  the  gateway  on  and  along  the  railway,  a 

liONDON  AND  •*•»▼• 

N.  w.  Rail,    had  been  killed  while  so  straying  by  an  engine  of  the  I 
fendants  passing  along  the  railway. 

By  the  Defendants'  Special  Act  (a  Public  Act),  whi 
was  passed  22nd  May,  1834,  whereby  the  previous  A< 
relating  to  the  railway  were  repealed,  section  52,  it 
enacted  as  follows: — '^  Provided  that  in  all  cases  whc 
the  railway  shall  cross  any  turnpike  road  or  public  carriaj 
way  on  a  level,  the  said  company  shall  erect  and  at  i 
times  maintain  a  good  and  sufficient  gate  on  each  side 
the  said  railway  where  the  said  turnpike  road  or  pnU 
carriage  way  shall  communicate  with  such  railway,  wbii 
gates  shall  be  constantly  kept  shut,  except  at  such  tin 
as  wagons,  carts  and  other  carriages  passing  along  8U« 
turnpike  road  or  public  carriage  way  shall  have  to  era 
the  said  railway,  and  then  shall  be  open  for  the  purpa 
only  of  letting  such  wagons,  carts  and  other  carriages  pa 
through;  and  every  driver  or  person  entrusted  with  tbeca 
of  any  wagons,  carts  or  other  carriages,  or  with  any  strii 
of  wagons,  carts  or  other  carriages,  shall  and  he  is  herel 
directed  to  cause  the  said  gates  and  each  of  theiti  to 
shut  as  soon  as  such  wagons,  carts  or  other  carriag 
shall  have  passed  through  the  same,  under  the  penalty 
6*.  for  every  offence." 

The  County  Court  judge  held  in  point  of  law,  that  tl 
provisions  of  the  Special  Act  above  set  out  had  been  moc 
fied  and  altered  by  the  subsequent  general  Acts,  2  &3  Ftc 
c.  45,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  9,  and  considered  that  tl 
death  of  the  horse  had  been  caused  by  the  Defendants'  noi 
performance  of  the  statutory  obligation  imposed  on  them  i 
keep  the  gates  constantly  closed  and  shut,  except  when 
was  necessary  to  open  them,  and,  on  the  authority  of  Fa% 
cett  V.  The  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company  (fl 
gave  a  verdict  for  the  PlaintiflF. 

(«)  16  Q.  B.  610. 
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o  counsel  appeared  for  the  Defendants,  who  were  the        1866. 

.^kp^^pellants.  Dickinson 

V. 

'.  H.  Hopwood  for  the  Respondent. — The  verdict  was    jj.  w.  Rail. 

t   In  Fawcett  v.  The  York  and  North  Midland  RaiU  ^^ 

Company  [a\  the  railway  crossed  a  highway  on  a  level ; 

there  were  gates  across  each  end  of  the  road  where  it 

ssed  the  line  of  railway.     The  Plaintiff's  horses  strayed 

his  field  into  the  highway  through  the  gates  which 

open  to  the  railway,  and  were  in  consequence  there 

mKIed  by  a  train ;  and  it  was  held,  that  by  stat.  5  &  6  Vict, 

i,  s.  9,  an  obligation  was  imposed  on  the  company  to 

p  the  gates  closed  as  well  against  stray  cattle  on  the 

^  as  against  cattle  travelling  thereon,  and   that  the 

mdff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  horses 

**"o«2i  the  company.    The  present  is  not  distinguishable 

n  that  case.     [WiUeSf  J.    That  case  is  in  your  favour. 

ton  V.  Payne  (b)  shows  that  the  avowant  for  damage 

t  is  bound  to  fence  against  cattle  lawfully  passing 

^ong  the  highway ;  but  Fawcett  v.  The  York  and  North 

"^^idland  Railway  Company  (a)  shows  that  stat.  5  &  6  Vict, 

^*  ^6,  s.  9,  has  a  wider  operation.]     In   The  Manchestery 

Id  and  Lincolnshire  Railway  Company^  app.,  Wallisy 

'  (c),  the  question  was  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  railway 

pany,  under  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  68,  to  fence  against  the 

^^Hers  and  occupiers  of  lands  adjoining;  and  Jervis,  C.  J. 

'  P«  223),  distinguishes  it  from  the  case  of  a  railway  crossing  a 

^^Sl^Mray  upon  a  level,  and  throughout  the  authority  of  Faw- 

7^^^  v.  The  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company  (a) 

^^oognized.    On  the  other  side,  Ellis  v.  The  London  and 

5|^*^<A  Western  Railway  Company  (d)  may  be  relied  on. 

^^^>"eit  was  held  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  Plain- 

**  V>y  his  own  negligence  had  contributed  to  the  accident. 

^^   in  that  case  the  railway  crossed  an  occupation  way 

^  ^  level,  and  it  has  no  analogy  to  the  present. 

(«>  16  a  B.  610.  (6)  2  H.  BL  527. 

Mi  14  C.  B.  218.  (</)  2  fl.  4-  ^.  424. 

fp2 
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1866.  WiLLES,  J.    We  are  called  on  to  pronounce  an  opin?^  k  v^ 

Dickinson    without  hearing  the  Appellants,  whether  the  County  Co-  ^^^Ht 
London  and  judge  was  right,  and  we  were  desirous  of  seeing  whe^l^^^}^^ 


^'^o^^'^'  there  was  any  substantial  ground  for  the  appeal.  X  _  Je 
County  Court  judge  was  judge  both  of  fact  and  law,  a  j^af 
it  is  to  be  taken  that  the  facts  are  according  to  his  findiri^g: 
The  accident  was  entirely  caused  by  the  statutory  m.  mis- 
conduct of  the  Defendants;  and  the  case  of  Fawceti  ?. 
The  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company  {a)  is 
in  point.  Therefore,  as  the  learned  judge  followed  fcflie 
authority  of  that  case,  his  decision  must  be  affirmed  v^^th 
costs. 

Keating  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  cos 
(fl)  16  Q.  B.  610. 
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1866. 


Corner  and  Another  v.  Sweet.  Jf'''^^K\ 

February  10. 


pleading  in  bar  a  deed  of  inspectorship  under  stat.  24  &  25   Viet,  Debtor  and 
«.  Id4,  «.  192.  it  is  sufficient,  without  setting  out  the  deed  at  length,  creditor, 
%o  aver  that  it  is  in  all  respects  an  inspectorship  deed  within  the  true  Bankruptcy, 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  give  a  general  description  of  it.  24  ^  25  Vict, 
o  a  declaration  on  the  common  counts  the  Defendant  pleaded  that  he  c.  134,  s,  192. 
l>eing  a  debtor  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  a  deed  Deed  of  in- 
ivas  made  between  himself  of  the  first  part,  certain  inspectors  of  the  spectorship, 
second  part,  and  his  creditors  of  the  third  ])art :  that  the  deed  related   Pleading, 
to  hit  debts  and  liabilities  and  his  release  therefrom,  and  the  distribu-  Release, 
tion,  inspection,   management  and   winding-up  of    his   estate,   and 
was  in  all  respects  an   inspectorship  deed  within  the   true  intent, 
meaning  and  provisions  of  the   Bankruptcy  Act,  1861 ;  that  by  the 
deed  it  waa  provided  and   declared  that  if  and  when   a  composi- 
tion of  lOt.  m  the  pound  should  have  been  paid  to  the  creditors, 
or  if  and  when  (though  that  sum   might  not  have  been   paid)   the 
inspectors  should  certify  that   the^  estate  had   been    fully  adminis- 
tered, or  if  and  when  they  should  certify  that  the  debtor  had  made 
a  certain  conveyance  mentioned  in  the  deed,  which  certificate  they 
were  bound  to  give  immediately  upon  the  conveyance  being  made, 
then  and  immediately  upon  such  composition  being  paid,  or  upon  either 
of  the  said  certificates  being  given,  the  debtor  should  be  absolutely  re- 
leased, and  the  deed  should  thereupon  operate  and  be  pleadable  as  a 
release  as  fully  as  an  order  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy ;  that  whereas  it 
was  intended  that  the  deed  should  be  accepted  by  the  creditors  in  lieu 
of  their  debts,  and  whereas  it  was  essential  to  the  interests  of  the  cre- 
ditors, and  for  the  better  realization  of  the  estate,  that  the  debtor  should 
not  be  harassed  by  any  proceedings  thereafter  to  be  commenced  by  the 
creditors,  it  was  by  the  deed  declared  and  agreed  that  if  any  of  the 
creditors  should,  whilst  the  deed  was  in  force,  commence  any  action  in 
respect  of  his  debt,  the  deed  should  operate  as  an  order  of  discharge 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  the  said  declaration  and  agree- 
ment might  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  or  as  a  defence  to  such  action  in  like 
manner  as  an  order  of  discharge   under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861. 
It  was  then  averred  in  the  usual  way  that  a  majority  in  number,  repre- 
senting three-fourths  in  value  of  creditors  whose  debts  respectively 
amounted  to  10/.  and  upwards,  assented  to  the  deed  in  writing ;  that  the 
Defendant  and   the  inspectors  executed  it ;    that  the  execution  was 
attested,  and  that  the  deed  having  been  stamped  was  duly  registered, 
and  that  with  it  the  statutory  aihdavit  was  delivered  to  the  Chief  Re- 
gistrar; that  all  conditions  had  happened,  &c.,  to  make  it  binding  on  all 
the  creditors  as  if  they  had  been  parties  to  it :  that  the  PlaintifTs  were 
creditors,  and  the  claim  in  the  declaration  a  debt  within  the  meaning 
of  the  deed;  that  the  deed  was  in  force,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  pre- 
iDisesthe  Defendant  was  entitled  to  plead  it  in  bar  to  the  action.    Held, 
00  demurrer, 

1.  That  the  deed  was  properly  pleaded,  and  was  to  be  taken  to  be 

a  valid  deed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1861. 

2.  That  on  the  authority  of  Gibbons  v.  rouillon,  8  C,  B.  483,  the 

declaration  contained  in  the  deed,  that  if  any  creditor  should 
sue  for  his  debt  such  declaration  might  be  pleaded  in  bar, 
afiforded  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 

P^ECLARATION  on  the  common  counts. 

Plea,  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  action 
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186&  and  after  the  1  Ith  day  of  October,  a.d.  1861,  the  Defends 
Corner       then  being  a  debtor  within  the  true  intent  and  meanii^ 

Sweet.       ^^^  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  indebted  to  divers  persons, 

deed,  bearing  date  the  6th  day  of  October,  a.d.  1864,  vi 

made  and  entered  into  between  the  Defendant  of  the  fi: 

part ;  £!lias  de  Pass,  Gustavus  Sichel  and  George  Hnit 

inson,  thereinafter  called  the  inspectors,  of  the  second  pai 

and  the  several   persons,  companies  and  co-partnersli 

firms,  who  at  the  date  of  the  said  deed  were  respective 

creditors  of  the  said  Defendant,  or  who  would  be  eotitli 

to  prove  under  an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  against  tl 

said  Defendant  on  a  petition  filed  on  the  day  of  the  da 

of  the  said  deed,  thereinafter  called  the  creditors,  of  tl 

third  part;  and  the  said  deed  related  to  the  debts  and  li 

bilities  of  the  Defendant  and  his  release  therefit>m,  and  tl 

distribution,  inspection,  management  and  winding-up  of  b 

estate,  and  was  in  all  respects  an  inspectorship  deed  with; 

the  true  intent,  meaning  and  provisions  of  the  Bankruptc 

Act,  1861 ;  and  by  the  said  deed  it  was  provided  and  declare 

that  if  and  when  the  composition  or  sum  often  shillings  i 

the  pound  upon  their  respective  debts  should  have  been  pai 

to  the  said  creditors  respectively,  or  if  and  when  (thoug 

the  said  sum  might  not  have  been  paid)  the  said  inspectoi 

or  inspector  should  certify  by  writing  under  their  or  hi 

hands,  to  be  endorsed  upon  or  refer  to  the  said  deed,  tha 

the  estate  of  the  said  debtor  had  been  fully  administered 

according  to  the  provisions  thereof,  to  the  satisfaction  g 

the  said  inspectors  or  inspector,  or  if  and  when  the  sai< 

inspectors  or  inspector  should  in  like  manner  certify  tha 

the  said  debtor  had  made  such  conveyance,  assurance  o 

assignment  as  in  the  twenty-first  clause  of  the  said  dee 

mentioned,  which  said   certificate  the  said  inspectors  o 

inspector  should  be  bound  to  give  immediately  upon  sue 

conveyance,  assurance  or  assignment  as  aforesaid  bein 

made,  then  and  immediately  upon  such  composition  bein 

paid,  or  (as  the  case  might  be)  upon  either  of  the  sai 
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c^ar^ificates  as  aforesaid  being  giveD,  the  said  debtor,  his        1866, 
ia  ^ix-^  executors  and  administrators*  estate  and  effects  should      Corner 
t^^       cibeolutely  released  and  discharged   from  the  said  re-       Sweet. 
^|>^^<2tiye  claims  and  demands  of  the  said  creditors  respec- 
ts ^r^^lj^  and  the  said  deed  should  and  might  accordingly 
^I=^^^reupon  operate  and  be  pleadable  as  a  release  and  dis- 
^^sirge  to  the  said  debtor,  his  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
f  as  fuUy  and  effectually  and  in  like  manner  as  an 
cl^rof  discharge  under  an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  : 
V'^rmenty  that  it  was  further  provided  and  declared,  that 
^^^liiereas  it  was  intended  that  the  said  deed  and  the  pro- 

thereby  made  should  be  taken  and  accepted  by  the 
creditors  as  aforesaid,  in  lieu  of  and  in  substitution 
their  said  several  and  respective  debts,  claims  or  de- 
,  in  respect  whereof  dividends  would  become  payable 
er  the  said  deed,  or  in  respect  whereof  a  proof  could  be 
^e  under  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against  the  said 
^^l>tor,  founded  on  a  petition  for  adjudication  filed  on  the 
^^-y  of  the  date  of  the  said  deed :  And  whereas  it  was 
tial  to  the  interests  of  the  said  creditors,  and  for  the 
r  realization  of  the  said  estate,  that  the  said  debtor 
^l^^uld  not  be  harassed  by  any  proceedings  thereafter  to  be 
^c>nimenced  or  prosecuted  by  any  of  the  said  creditors  in 
pect  of  any  such  debt,  claim  or  demand  as  aforesaid ;  it 
by  the  said  deed  declared  and  agreed  that  if  any  of 
said  creditors  should  at  any  time  thereafter,  whilst  the 
deed  was  in  force,  commence  or  prosecute  any  action, 
suit  or  other  proceeding  in  respect  of  any  such  debt,  claim 
^i*  demand  as  aforesaid,  the  said  deed  and  provision  therein 
^^ntained  should  operate  and  have  the  same  force  and 
***^t  as  an  order  of  discharge  which  had  taken  effect  under 
^^  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  the  said  declaration  and 
^K^'^^ment  might  be  pleaded  and  used  in  bar  of  or  as  a 
^fei^ce  or  answer  to  every  such  action,  suit  or  other  pro- 
^^ing,  in  like  manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  an  order 
discharge  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  might  be 
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1866.  pleaded  and  used  in  case  the  debtor  had  been  adjudicat 
Corner  a  bankrupt  in  respect  of  any  of  the  said  debts,  daii 
SwKET.  ^^  demands  of  the  said  creditors,  or  any  or  either 
theniy  and  had  obtained  his  order  of  dischai^e :  Avermei 
that  a  majority  in  number,  representing  three-fourths 
value  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  Defendant,  whose  del 
respectively  amounted  to  ten  pounds  and  upwards,  did, 
writing,  assent  to  or  approve  of  the  said  deed,  and  the  D 
fendant  and  the  said  inspectors  executed  the  same,  and  tl 
execution  of  the  said  deed  by  the  Defendant  was  attestc 
by  an  attorney,  and  within  twenty-eight  days  from  the  da 
of  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  by  the  Defendant  th 
same  was  produced  and  left  (having  been  first  duly  stampec 
at  the  office  of  the  Chief  Registrar  of  the  Court  of  Banl 
ruptcy,  for  the  purpose  of  being  registered,  and  was  accord 
ingly  duly  registered,  and  together  with  such  deed  wa 
delivered  to  the  Chief  Registrar  such  an  affidavit  as  by  th 
statute  is  required  ;  and  all  conditions  had  happened  and  a 
things  had  been  done,  and  all  times  had  elapsed,  necessar 
on  that  behalf  to  make  the  said  deed  as  valid  and  bindin; 
on  all  the  creditors  of  the  Defendant  as  if  they  had  bee 
parties  to  and  duly  executed  the  same :  Averment,  that  th 
Plaintiffs  were  still  creditors  of  the  Defendant  within  th 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  deed,  and  that  th 
claim  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  a  debt,  claim  an* 
demand  within  the  said  deed,  and  in  respect  of  which  : 
dividend  would  become  payable  under  the  same,  and  tba 
the  said  deed  still  is  in  force ;  and  the  Defendant  says  tha 
by  reason  of  the  premises  he  is  entitled  to  plead  the  sale 
deed  in  bar  of  and  as  a  defence  to  this  action. 

Demurrer:  the  causes  of  demurrer  stated  being: — ^The 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  deed  pleaded  was  signed  by  orca 
behalf  of  three-fourths  in  number  and  value  of  all  the  ci — 
ditors,  or  that  the  said  deed  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  ^ 
the  creditors  of  the  Defendant,  and  that  the  deed  was  vo^ 
inasmuch  as  it  contained  a  stipulation  that  it  might 
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1866. 


Corner  and  Another  v.  Sweet.  Jf*'''^'^K\ 

February  10. 


I*      In  pleading  in  bar  a  deed  of  inspectorship  under  stat  24  &  25   Vici,   Debtor  and 
e.  134,  «.  192.  it  is  sufficient,  without  setting  out  the  deed  at  length,  creditor, 
to  aver  that  it  is  in  all  respects  an  inspectorship  deed  within  the  true  Bankruptcy, 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  give  a  general  description  of  it.  24  ^  25  Vict, 

2.  fo  a  declaration  on  the  common  counts  the  Defendant  pleaded  that  he  c,  134,  «.  192. 
being  a  debtor  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  186),  a  deed  Deed  ofin^ 
was  made  between  himself  of  the  first  part,  certain  inspectors  of  the  spectorship, 
second  part,  and  his  creditors  of  the  third  part :  that  the  deed  related  Pleading, 
to  his  debts  and  liabilities  and  his  release  therefrom,  and  the  distribu-  Release, 
tion,  inspection,  management  and  winding-up  of  his  estate,  and 
was  in  all  respects  an  inspectorship  deed  within  the  true  intent, 
meaning  and  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861 ;  that  by  the 
deed  it  was  provided  and  declared  that  if  and  when  a  composi- 
tion of  10«.  m  the  pound  should  have  been  paid  to  the  creditors, 
or  if  and  when  (though  that  sum  might  not  have  been  paid)  the 
inspectors  should  certify  that  the^  estate  had  been  fully  adminis- 
tered, or  if  and  when  they  should  certify  that  the  debtor  had  made 
a  certain  conveyance  mentioned  in  the  deed,  which  certificate  they 
were  bound  to  give  immediately  upon  the  conveyance  being  made, 
then  and  immediately  upon  such  composition  being  paid,  or  upon  either 
of  the  said  certificates  being  given,  the  debtor  should  be  absolutely  re- 
leased, and  the  deed  should  thereupon  operate  and  be  pleadable  as  a 
release  as  fully  as  an  order  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy ;  that  whereas  it 
was  intended  that  the  deed  should  be  accepted  by  the  creditors  in  lieu 
of  their  debts,  and  whereas  it  was  essential  to  the  interests  of  the  cre- 
ditors, and  for  the  better  realization  of  the  estate,  that  the  debtor  should 
not  be  harassed  by  any  proceedings  thereafter  to  be  commenced  by  the 
creditors,  it  was  by  the  deed  declared  and  agreed  that  if  any  of  the 
creditors  should,  whilst  the  deed  was  in  force,  commence  any  action  in 
respect  of  his  debt,  the  deed  should  operate  as  an  order  of  discharge 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  the  said  declaration  and  agree- 
ment might  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  or  as  a  defence  to  such  action  in  like 
manner  as  an  order  of  discharge  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861. 
It  was  then  averred  in  the  usual  way  that  a  majority  in  number,  repre- 
senting three-fourths  in  value  of  creditors  whose  debts  respectively 
amounted  to  lOi^  and  upwards,  assented  to  the  deed  in  writing ;  that  the 
Defendant  and  the  inspectors  executed  it;  that  the  execution  was 
attested,  and  that  the  deed  having  been  stuinped  was  duly  registered, 
and  that  with  it  the  statutory  atKdavit  was  delivered  to  the  Chief  Re- 
gistrar; that  all  conditions  had  happened,  &c.,  to  make  it  binding  on  all 
the  creditors  as  if  they  had  been  parties  to  it :  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
creditors,  and  the  claim  in  the  declaration  a  debt  within  the  meaning 
of  the  deed ;  that  the  deed  was  in  force,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  pre- 
mises the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  plead  it  in  bar  to  the  action.  Held, 
on  demurrer, 

1.  That  the  deed  was  properly  pleaded,  and  was  to  be  taken  to  be 

a  valid  deed  in  accordance  with  tlie  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1861. 

2.  That  on  the  authority  of  Gibbons  v.  VouiUon,  8  C,  B.  483,  the 

declaration  contained  in  the  deed,  that  if  any  creditor  should 
sue  for  his  debt  such  declaration  might  be  pleaded  in  bar, 
afiforded  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 


n 


ECLARATION  on  the  common  counts. 

Plea,  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  action 
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I860.       it  was  alleged  that "  all  things  were  perfonned  and  done 
Corner       required  by  the  said  statute  to  make  the  said  memorandi 

Sweet.  of  arrangement  an  obligatory  instrument  within  the  ter 
of  the  said  statute  upon  all  the  creditors  of  the  defendan 
It  was  there  objected^  p.  15,  that  it  was  the  practice  to  i 
out  the  terms  of  the  deed^  so  that  the  Court  might  see  thai 
was  within  the  act.  The  plea  was  held  bad,  inasmuch  as 
disclosed  nothing  to  show  that  the  memorandum  of  agrc 
ment  was  a  bar  to  the  action ;  but  at  p.  16  it  is  pointed  0 
that  if  the  plea  had  gone  on  to  say  that  it  was  agreed  I 
the  deed  that  the  Defendant  should  be  released  from  I 
debts,  the  difficulty  there  suggested  would  not  have  o 
curred  ;  and  at  p.  15,  Bloomer  v.  Darke  {a)  is  distinguishe 
and  it  is  shown  that  the  general  averment  in  that  case  w; 
not  an  averment  that  the  deed  was  in  accordance  with  tl 
provisions  of  the  statute.  One  member  of  the  Court,  tber 
fore,  seems  to  have  thought  that  if  a  release  had  bei 
averred  in  Tabor  v.  Edwards  as  it  is  here,  the  plea  in  th 
case  would  have  been  good.] 

This  plea  is  to  be  construed  as  not  disclosing  any  releai 
in  the  deed.  It  is  unreasonable  that  non-assenting  cred 
tors  should  be  bound  by  an  instrument  which  informs  thee 
not  that  the  debtor  is  to  be  released  by  it,  but  that  it  is  e: 
pedient  that  he  should  not  be  harassed  by  them,  and  tht 
if  they  sue  whilst  it  is  in  force  it  is  to  be  pleadable  in  ba 
On  the  other  side,  Walker  v.  Nevill  (6)  will  be  relied  01 
There  it  was  held,  that  a  covenant  in  a  composition  dee 
not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time,  and  that  the  deed  might  \ 
pleaded  in  bar  and  discharge  of  any  action  brought  with! 
that  time,  might  be  pleaded  in  bar.  But  in  that  case  th 
deed  is  set  out  verbatim,  and  a  fixed  time  is  stated  at  wbic' 
the  composition  is  to  be  payable  and  the  release  is  to  com 
into  operation.  Here  no  time  is  fixed  for  the  payment  c 
the  composition.     [  Willes,  J.     In  that  case  the  inference  i 

(a)  2  C.  B.,  2V.  S.  165.  (6)  3  H.  *  C.  403. 
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tlBa-t  it  18  to  be  paid  withiu  a  reasonable  time.     In  Clapham       1866. 

y^^  uitkinsan  (a)  the  composition  under  the  deed,  which  was       Corner 

held  goody  was  not  made  payable  for  a  year.]  Sweet. 

•/•  Brawn  and  Lanyon^  contr^,  were  not  called  on. 

\fiLUSSy  J.    I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must 

be    for  the   Defendant.    The  only  question  on  which  I 

have  entertained  any  doubt  was  as  to  the  mode  in  which 

this  deed  is  pleaded.    The  doubt  is  not  my  own,  but  is 

derived  from  those  who  were  great  masters  of  the  law 

before  special  demurrers  were  abolished.     Is  it  necessary 

ia  pleading  a  composition  deed  to  set  out  the  deed  at  length, 

or  is  it  sufficient  so  to  describe  it  in  the  plea  as  to  show 

ttratt  it  is  a  deed  within  the  statute,  and  to  aver  generally 

diat  it  is  a  deed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 

statute?    In  the  old  days  of  special  demurrers  the  dis- 

tiQction  was  well  known  between  the  operation  in  pleading 

of  an  averment  that  an  act  was  done  contra  formam  statu ti 

uid  an  averment  that  it  was  done  secundum  formam  statuti. 

Ix^   the  former  case,  where  it  was  necessary  to  aver  an 

ofiisnce  against  a  statute,  the  general  averment,  without 

set^ting  out  all  the  facts  constituting  the  breach  of  the 

statute,  was  insufficient;  but  in  pleading  that  a  thing  had 

•^^«n  done  in  accordance  with  a  statute,  it  was  in  general 

^ot  necessary  to  state  the  facts  if  the  pleading  contained 

^^  averment  that  the  thing  was  done  according  to  the 

statute.    That  allegation  was  held  to  be  an  averment  of 

wt  under  which  a  compliance  with  the  statute  might  be 

proved,  and  it  was  not  open  to  special  demurrer.     One 

■ 

UMtance  of  that  was  in  pleading  an  assignment  of  a  sheriff's 

^^^,  where  it  was  sufficient  to  aver  that  the  sheriff  assigned 

^  bond  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  (a).     But 

'^^^  that  special  demurrers  are  abolished,  it  should  seem 

^^  ^    T^.ifS,  722. 

^^  ^^«  2  Wmt.  Saund.  61  (6);  Daioes  v.  Papworth,  WilUs,  408. 
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1866.       that  that  general  averment  may  be  made  in  all  caseSi  au^ 

Corner      think  that  in  such  a  case  as  this,  if  a  general  descriptiontf 

Sweet.       ^^^  deed,  sufficient  to  show  that  it  is  within  the  statute,! 

given,  a  general  averment  that  it  was  according  to  the  for 

of  the  statute  is  sufficient  to  make  the  pleading  good. 

the  deed   is  insufficiently  described,  and   the   plea  is 

pleaded  as  to  embarrass  the  Plaintiff,  he  may  apply  tc 

Judge  at  Chambers  to  amend  it  or  to  strike  it  out,  ai 

that  is  now  the  only  mode  of  objecting  to  it.    That  cour 

however,  could  not  be  adopted  here,  as  the  Plaintiff  mig 

have  got  rid  of  the  difficulty  by  setting  out  the  deed 

extenso  in  the  replication.     I  think,  therefore,  that  tl 

plea  contains  a  sufficient  averment  of  the  facts  necessary 

show  a  defence,  and  that  upon  these  pleadings  the  de 

must  be  taken  to  be  a  valid  deed  under  the  statute;  and 

is  surely  much  more  convenient  to  hold  this  general  av( 

ment  sufficient  for  that  purpose  than  to  cast  upon  the  S 

fendant  the  necessity  of  setting  out  the  whole  deed 

length.     Then  does  the  latter  part  of  the  plea  disclose 

defence?     Passing  over  the  first  of  the  clauses  by  whi 

provision  is  made  for  a  release  of  the  debtor,  I  come  to  tl 

second,  which  seems  to  me  to  answer  the  objections  th 

have  been  urged.     After  reciting  that  it  was  essential 

the  interests  of  the  creditors,  and  for  the  better  realizatic 

of  the  estate,  that  the  debtor  should  not  be  harassed  1: 

proceedings  thereafter  to  be  commenced  by  the  creditors 

respect  of  their  debts,  it  proceeds  to  state,  that  **  it  was  t: 

the  said  deed  declared  and  agreed  that  if  any  of  the  sal 

creditors  should  at  any  time  thereafter,  whilst  the  said  dee 

was  in  force,  commence  or  prosecute  any  action,  suit  < 

other  proceeding   in  respect  of  any  such  debt,  claim  < 

demand  as  aforesaid,  the  said  deed  and  provision  there! 

contained  should  operate  and  have  the  same  force  an 

effect  as  an  order  of  discharge  which  had  taken  effect  undi 

the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  the  said  declaration  an 

agreement  might  be  pleaded  and  used  in  bar  of  or  as 
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or  answer  to  every  such  action^  suit  or  other  pro-        1866, 
ceeding,  in  like  manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  an  order       Corner 
of  discharge  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  might  be        sweet. 
pIcadH  and  used  in  case  the  debtor  had  been  adjudicated 
a  bsnknipt  in  respect  of  any  of  the  said  debts,  claims  or 
deDDands  of  the  said  creditors,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
aod  had  obtained  his  order  of  discharge."  No  doubt  before 
Ae  case  of  Gibbons  v.  VouiUon  (a),  there  would  have  been 
wuA  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the  points  urged  by  Mr. 
WcoOett;  but  that  case  decides  that  where  a  trader  entered 
into  ao  arrangement  by  deed  with  his  creditors  by  which 
h  was  agreed  that  he  should  have  a  letter  of  licence  for 
fiteyears^  during  which  period  he  should  carry  on  the  trade 
vider  the  inspection  of  certain  persons ;  and  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  if  any  creditor  should  during  the  continuance  of 
the  licence  molest  or  interfere  with  him  contrary  to  the 
trae  intent  of  the  deed,  he  should  thenceforth  be  acquitted 
and  discharged  from  all  the  debts  of  the  creditors,  and 
that  the  deed  might  be  pleaded  in  bar  tp  such  debts ;  it  was 
bdd  that  the  bringing  of  an  action  by  a  creditor  was  a 
aiolestation  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso,  and  that  the 
deed  operated  as  a  defeasance  and  was  pleadable  in  bar  as 
nch.    The  effect  of  the  statute  is,  that  a  deed  which  before 
woald  have  been  valid  if  signed  by  all  the  creditors  is  now 
iNoding  upon  all,  if  a  majority  in  number,  representing 
three-fourths  in  value,  shall  assent  to  it ;  and  Gibbons  v. 
FinctUon  is  a  sufficient  authority  that  the  second  clause  in 
the  present  deed  may  be  pleaded  in  bar.     In  the  case  of 
Tabor  V.  Edwards  {b),  to  which  I    referred  during  the 
vgoment,  the  plea  was  similar  to  this ;  but  omitted  to  aver 
that  the  deed  contained  a  release.     I  was  a  party  to  that 
i«i»<m,  and  am  of  opinion  that,  if  a  release  had  been 
*^erred,  the  plea  in  that  case  would  have  been  good. 

^TiNO,  J,     I  am  of  the  same  opinion  and   for  the 
wroe  reasons. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 
(•)8C.B.483.  (6)  4  C.  B.,  i>r.  5.  1. 
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1866. 


Corner 

V. 

Sweet. 

Mondafff 
February  12. 

Debtor  and 
creditor. 
Bankruptcy, 
24  ^  25  r%ct. 
c.  134,  «.  192. 
Deed  of  com- 
positiotif  recuoU' 
ablenea  qf. 
Pleading, 
15  4-  16  Fie/, 
c.  76,  t,  68. 
PUa  to  further 
maintenance  qf 
action. 

Covenant  by  re- 
cital. 

Composition 
payable  within 
the  statutory 
time  for  regis- 
tration. 


Brooks  v.  Jennings. 

To  a  declaration  on  the  common  counts  tlie  Defendant  pli 
sition  deed  under  stat.  24  &  25  Tic/,  c,  134,  «.  192,  lei 
batim.  The  deed  purported  to  have  been  made  on  the 
1865,  between  the  several  persons  whose  namet  were 
seals  affixed  in  a  schedule,  being  creditors  of  the  deb 
themselves  and  nil  and  every  other  the  creditors  of  tl 
first  part,  and  the  debtor  of  the  second  part;  and  i 
debtor  was  indebted,  &c.,  and  had  agreed  to  pay  a  co 
in  the  pound,  such  composition  to  be  paid  to  all  and  • 
tors  of  the  debtor,  whether  executing  the  deed  or  not,  on 
ber  inst.,  and  witnessed  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  such  composition  to 
creditors,  the  parties  of  the  first  part  accepted  the  coin| 
faction  of  their  debts  and  released  the  debtor ;  and  it  « 
that  those  presents  were  intended  to  operate  as  a  deei 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  ani 
the  statutory  majority  should  have  executed  or  in  wri 
it,  it  was  intended  that  it  should  be  registered  under 
tion,  in  order  that  the  debtor  might  obtain  the  protect 
as  provided  by  the  198th  section.  After  the  usual  aven 
of  the  assent  to  the  deed  of  the  statutory  migority,  its 
registration,  the  plea  concluded  by  alleging,  that  on  th 
vember,  1865,  being  after  action,  the  Defendant  was  rej 
and  then  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  t' 
and  that  he  refused  to  receive  it ;  readiness  and  willir 
and  that  the  Defendant  brought  it  into  Court.     Held,  o: 

1.  That  the  plea  was  good,  and  stated  a  defence  ari: 

within  the  meaning  of  stat.  15  &  16  Fict.  c,  7fi 
no  formal  commencement  in  the  case  of  sacb 
sary. 

2.  That  if  the  defence  had  been  so  framed  as  tc 

Plaintiff  he  should  have  applied  to  a  Judge 
strike  out  or  amend  the  plea ;  but  that  sue 
ground  for  demurrer. 

3.  That  the  deed  was  good  and  the  provisions  o 

both  in  respect  of  the  remedy  of  the  creditors 
and  the  way  in  which  the  composition  was  sec 

4.  That  the  recital  of  the  agreement  by  the  debtor  1 

position  amounted  to  a  covenant 

5.  Tliat  it  was  competent  to  any  creditor  to  sue  up< 
ti.  That  there  was  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  pr 

composition  should  be  payable  within  twenty- 
the  execution  of  the  deed,  although  stat.  24  ft 
s.  192,  cL  4,  allows  that  number  of  days  for  reg 

rpHIS  was  an  action  commenced  before  the  1 
-*-  ber,  1865,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  an 
found  to  be  due  on  accounts  stated. 

Plea,  that  after  the  accruing  of  the  Plaintif 
wit)  on  the  14th  of  November,  a.d.  1865,  the 
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being  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  and  divers  other  personB,        1866. 
made  and  entered  into  the  deed  following  (that  is  to  say): —       Brooxb 
**  'I'tiia  indenture,  made  the  \4ih  of  November^  1866,  between     Jenninos. 
the    several  persons  whose  names  are  subscribed  and  seals 
fitffixed  in  the  schedule  hereunder  written/ (being  respec- 
tively either  individually  (a)  or  in  co-partnership  with  the 
creditors  of  John  Carter  Jennings,)  on  behalf  of  themselves 
cuid    all  and  every  other  the  creditors  of  the  said  John 
CtMTter  Jennings,  of  the  first  part ;  and  the  said  John  Carter 
•Jennings,  of  No.  2,  Lee  Street,  Kingsland  Road,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  out  of  business  or  employ,  late  a  cab 
proprietor,  hereinafter  called  '  the  said  debtor,'  of  the  second 
psLrt :  Whereas  the  said  debtor  is  indebted  to  the  said 
■^veral  persons,  parties  hereto  of  the  first  part,  in  the  several 
soma  of  money  set  opposite  to  their  respective  names  in  the 
^^id  schedule  hereunder  written,  and  is  also  indebted  to 
^^rtain  other  persons  in  divers  sums  of  money,  and  being 
enable  to  discharge  the  same  in  full  has  agreed  to  pay  a 
^ompogition  of  two  shillings  in  the  pound  ;  such  payment 
^v-  composition  to  be  made  and  paid  to  all  and  every  the 
^^'^itors  of  the  said  debtor,  whether  executing  this  deed  or 
^^t^  on  the  21st  day  of  November  instant,  and  to  be  in  full 
discharge  of  all  and  every  the  debts  of  the  said  debtor  due 
^nd  owing  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  these  presents  : 
*^o^   tj^ig  indenture  witnesseth,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
^^  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  payment  by  the 
^•d  debtor  to  the  said  several  creditors  of  such  composition 
*•  aforesaid,  they  the  said  several  persons,  parties  hereto  of 
^^  first  part,  for  themselves  and  their  several  and  respective 
P^*tiiers,  do  hereby  accept  the  said   composition  in  full 
^^^fection  and  discharge  of  their  respective  debts,  and  do 
y  ^hese  presents  release  and  for  ever  quit  claim  unto  the 
^^d  debtor,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  all  and 
^  HQanner  of  action  and  actions,  suit  and  suits,  debts  and 
^^nas  of  money,  accounts,  costs,  reckonings,  agreements, 
JUdgioents,  extents,  executions,  claims  and  demands  what- 

(a)  Sic. 
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1866. 


Brooks 

V. 

Jennings. 


soever,  which  they  the  said  several  persons^  parties  he 
of  the  first  part,  and  their  several  and  respective  parti 
now  have  or  at  any  time  heretofore  had  against  the 
debtor :  And  it  is  hereby  lastly  agreed  and  declared 
these  presents  are  intended  to  operate  and  shall  (so 
as  lawfully  may  be)  operate  as  a  deed  of  composi 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861, 
that  so  soon  as  a  majority  in  number,  representing  th 
fourths  in  value  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  debtor,  s 
have  executed  or  in  writing  assented  to  these  presents, : 
intended  that  the  same  shall  be  registered  in  the  Com 
Bankruptcy  under  the  192nd  section  of  the  said  act, 
order  that  the  said  debtor  may  obtain  the  protection  of 
Court,  as  provided  by  the  198th  section.  In  witi 
whereof  the  said  parties  to  tliese  presents  have  herec 
set  their  hands  and  seals. 

(L.s.) 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by 
the  above-named  John  Carter 
Jenninffs,  on  the  14th  day  of 
November,  18(j5,  in  the  pre- 
sence of 

Thomas  JBeard, 

Solicitor, 
10,  Basinghall  Strt 
The  Schedule  above  referred  to  (parties  of  the  first  pai 


Creditors' 
signatures. 

Seals. 

Amount 
of  debts. 

Amount  of 
composition. 

Date  of 
execution. 

Signed,  leatod  ; 
delivered    is 
presence  of 

John 
Palmer, 

(l.s.) 

43     4     0 

1865. 
Nov,  14. 

H,  C.  Knigk 
clerk  to 

ThomagBm 
solicitor. 

[The  names  and  debts  of  other  creditors  were  enti 
in  like  manner,  and  the  plea  proceeded  : — ] 

"  And  a  majority  in  number,  representing  three-foui 


V. 

Jennings. 
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in  value  of  the  creditors  of  the  Defendant^  whose  debts  re-  1866. 
spectively  amounted  to  ten  pounds  and  upwards,  had  in  Brooks 
ting  assented  to  and  approved  of  the  said  deed ;  and  the 
:ution  of  the  said  deed  by  the  Defendant  was  attested  by 
attorney,  and  within  twenty-eight  days  from  the  day 
the  execution  of  the  said  deed  by  the  Defendant  the 
sa-id  deed  was  produced  and  left,  having  been  first  duly 
stamped,  at  the  office  of  the  Chief  Registrar  of  the  Court  of 
bankruptcy,  for  the  purpose  of  being  registered,  and  toge- 
ther with  such  deed  there  was  delivered  to  the  said  Chief 
Registrar  such  affidavit  as  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861, 
>s  required  in  that  behalf,  and  the  said  deed,  before  the 
^^gistration  thereof,  bore  such  ordinary  and  ad  valorem 
stamp  duties  as  were  provided  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
*86l^  in  that  behalf,  and  the  said  deed  was  duly  registered 
^nd  notice  thereof  duly  given,  and  a  certificate  of  registration 
obtained  according  to  the  said  act ;  and  at  the  time  of  the 
^'Xecution  of  the  said  deed  the  Plaintiff  was  a  creditor  of 
*^©  Defendant  in  respect  of  the  matters  herein  pleaded  to 
^*thin  the  meaning  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  all 
"^  Conditions  having  been  performed,  and  all  things  hap- 
pened in  that  behalf,  the  PlaintiflT  became  and  was  and  is 
*^^Und  by  the  said  deed  as  if  he  had  been  a  party  thereto, 
^^  had  duly  executed  the  same;  and  on  the  said  21st  day 
November,  1865,  being  after  action,  the  Defendant  was 
^^^y  and  willing  and  then  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  to 
^^  PlaintiflT?/.  \6s,  6d.,  being  the  said  composition  on  the 
'^ititifPs  said  debt,  to  receive  which  of  the  Defendant  the 
^^^atiff  wholly  refused;  and  the  Defendant  has  always 
^^c^  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  same  to  the  Plain- 
^»  and  he  now  brings  the  same  into  Court  and  ready  to 
^  P^*d  to  the  PlaintiflT." 

-l^emurrer,  the  ground  of  demurrer  stated  being  that  the 
,  ^^d  was  not  pleadable  in  bar  to  the  action :  and  joinder 
demurrer. 

-^hilbrick. — This  plea  is  bad ;  it  is  framed  in  bar,  but 
"V^cl;  I.— c.  p.  G  G 
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1866.  onght  to  have  been  pleaded  to  the  further  maintenance  of 
Brooks  the  action.  The  deed  was  entered  into  on  the  14th  iVio- 
Jennings,  ^^'"^^'^  ^nd,  after  reciting  that  the  Defendant  had  agreed 
to  pay  a  composition,  to  be  paid  on  the  21st  November^ 
alleges  that  on  that  day,  being  after  action,  the  Defendant 
was  ready  and  willing,  and  tendered  and  ofiered  to  pay  it 
Until  payment  or  tender  of  the  composition  on  that  day 
there  was  no  release.    The  defence,  therefore,  arose  after  ' 

action ;  and  that  ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the  plea : 
Stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  s.  68.     If  it  had  been  pleaded 
with  that  allegation  the  Plaintiff  would  have  been  at  liberty 
to  confess  it,  and  to  tax  his  costs  up  to  the  time  of  pleadin; 
the  plea  :  R.  PI.  T.  T.  1853,  r.  23  ;  Day's  Common 
Procedure  ActSy  393, 2nd  ed .  [  Willes,  J.  The  plea  is  pleade<£^ ^  jed 
to  the  further  maintenance,  and  is  not  ambiguous.  The  de-^^£je- 
fence  is  pleaded  according  to  the  fact,  and  no  formal  com-^rMzwrn- 
mencement  or  conclusion  is  now  necessary  :  Stat.  15  ^  1^  X*      16 
Vict.  c.  76,  s.  68.]     If  that  is  so  the  provisions  of  the  deem-^^xei 
are  unreasonable,  and  it  is  invalid  under  stat.  24  k  25  Vict^^r^^icU 
c.  134,  8.  192.     It  is  made  between  the  debtor  and  th»^~f.S^  the 
several  persons  whose  names  are  subscribed,  being  crediS  f>^3Bdi- 
tors  of  the  debtor,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  an»#rr.tfaiDd 
every  other  the  creditors  of  the  Defendant.     No  trustee  orc:>     -on 
behalf  of  the  creditors  is  mentioned,  and  it  contains  n*c^K       no 
assignment     The  only  security   for  the   payment  of  thrf^-^  the 
composition  is  a  bare  covenant;  and  creditors  not  parties i ^^^es 
to  it  are  without  remedy.      [Smith,  J.    What  is   therm  ^:^  ere 
to  prevent  each  of  the  creditors  from  bringing  his  actio  <=:»  ^on 
upon  it  ?     Willes,  J.    This  Court  has  held  that  a  recital  i  w        k 
a  deed  may  amount  to  a  covenant  where  it  appears  to  hcJ'  be 
the  intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should  do  so :  Lay  w^      ^* 
Mottram{a).]     Then  sect  192  allows  twenty-eight  da^^^-^ 
from  the  execution  of  the  deed  for  its  registration,  and  it  E:        ^ 
unreasonable  that  a  creditor  should  be  required  to 
whether  he  will  assent  to  it  and  accept  the  composition 

(a)  19  C.  B.,  N.  S.  479. 
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ot  before  he  can  know  whether  or  not  the  deed  will  ever       1866. 


perfected.    Here  the  composition  is  covenanted  to  be     vBroou 

id  seven  days  after  the  execution.    [Keating,  J.   Could     ,     "• 
,  .         «  ,  .  .  .  Jennings. 

"She  receipt  of  the  28.  composition  ever  amount  to  a  satisfac- 
tion of  the  debt  unless  the  deed  turned  out  to  be  a  good 
^eed  ?  Wilks,  J.  Is  there  not  a  provision  in  the  statute 
^enabling  the  Bankruptcy  Court  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
'S'egistration  ?]  It  has  been  held  that  the  Court  has  no 
urisdiction  to  extend  the  time  in  the  case  of  deeds,  under 
'Me  192nd  section:  Jn  re  Skinner  {a),  [Smith,  J.  The 
declaration  introduced  at  the  end  of  the  deed  shows  that  it 
theintention  of  the  parties  that  the  deed  should  operate 
a  composition  deed  within  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act|  1861 1  or  not  at  all.] 

•7".  JE.  Jenkins,  contrL — As  to  the  first  point,  in  Gresty 
"▼•  Gibson  {h\  the  plea  alleged  that  after  action  an  inden- 
"tare  was  made  between  the  Defendant  and  divers  of  his 
creditors,  under  the  192nd  section,  and  the  same  objection 
to  the  form  of  the  plea  was  raised  as  here,  but,  upon  an 
intimation  from  the  Court  that  it  was  untenable,  was  with- 
drawn.    As  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  provision  that  the 
composition  should  be  paid  on  the  21st  November :  In  Ex 
jparte  Godden,  in  re  Shettk  (c),  it  appears  that  the  compo- 
sition was  payable  to  the  creditors  upon  their  execution  of 
the  deed ;  but  its  validity  was  not  impeached  upon  that 
ground.    In  Dingwall  v.  Edwards  {d)  also,  where  the  com- 
position was  to  be  paid  by  instalments,  to  be  secured  by 
promissory  notes  of  the  Defendant,  and  an  instalment  of  2s. 
in  the  pound  in  cash  at  or  immediately  before  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  and  the  Court  was  divided  in  opinion  as  to  its 
validity,  it  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  deed  was  not 
binding  upon  those  creditors  who  did  not  execute  it,  as  the 
notes  and  2s.  in  the  pound  were  only  secured  to  those  cre- 

(a)  34  L.  J.,  Bank.  Ca,  9.  (c)  32  L.  J.,  Bank.  Ca.  37. 

(6)  4  if.  4  C.  30,  note  (a).  (d)  ^B.^S,  738 

G  o2 
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1866.       ditors  who  did  execute  it,  that  two  of  the  learned  judges 
Brooks      held  it  to  be  bad^  and  not  because  the  Qoroposition  was  to 
Jennings.     ^®  P^'^  before  the  time  allowed  for  registration.  [^Willes,  J. 
You  have  made  good  your  points.] 

Philhrick  in  reply. — Ex  parte  Godden,  in  re  Shettle  (a), 
decides  that ''  creditors"  in  the  first  condition  in  the  192nd 
section  comprises  secured  as  well  as  unsecured  creditors, 
and  is  not  an  authority  on  the  point  for  which  it  is  cited. 
[Smithf  J.  Various  objections  were  urged  to  the  deed 
in  that  case,  but  not  your  present  one.]  Neither  has  the 
decision  received  universal  assent :  Ex  parte  Cockbum,  in 
re  Smith  (b).  In  Dingwall  v.  Edwards  {c)  the  deed  was 
free  from  the  objections  urged  against  this.  There  the 
whole  composition  was  not  to  be  paid  down  at  once. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  objections  "which 
have  been  urged  to  the  plea  cannot  be  sustained,  and 
that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  Defendant.  The 
first  objection  is  that  whereas  the  matter  stated  in  the 
plea  shows  a  defence  arising  afler  action,  the  plea  does 
not  begin  with  a  formal  commencement  stating  that.  But 
that  is  a  mere  formal  objection.  I  can  conceive  that 
such  a  plea  as  this  might  be  so  pleaded  as  to  be  embarrass- 
ing ;  and  if  such  a  plea  should  occur,  the  plaintiff  might 
apply  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge  to  strike  out  or  amend  it: 
15  ^  16  Vict.  c.  76,  ss.  61,  62.  But  no  such  objection  as 
that  arises  here,  for  the  facts  alleged  in  this  plea  show 
clearly  that  the  defence  arose  after  action,  and  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  have  admitted  the  plea,  and  ought  not  to  have 
demurred  :  JR.  PL  T.  T.  1853,  rr.  22,  23.  Moreover  this 
objection  is  answered  by  stat.  15  &  16  Vict,  c,  76,  s.  68. 
Before  the  case  of  Owen  v.  Waters  (d),  there  was  some 
difference  of  opinion  amongst  pleaders  as  to  whether  it  was 

(fl)  32  Z.  J ,  Bank,  Ca  37.  (f )  4  B.  ^  5.  738. 

{b)  33  L.  J.,  Bank.  Ca.  17.  (rf)  2  M,  ^  W.91. 
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^^?88ary,  in  declaring  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  allege  1866. 
the  period  of  time  at  which  the  bill  w/is  made  payable  Beoojls 
elapsed  **  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit/'  and  Jenmings. 
as  settled  by  that  case,  that  the  declaration  which  con^ 
«d  the  allegation  **  which  period  has  now  elapsed"  was 
s  «:&  iSBcient.  That  case  did  away  with  many  formal  objec- 
tic:>:K:M.sto  declarations ;  but  in  a  plea  it  was  still  necessary  to 
st^^^^^  ST  that  the  matter  of  defence  arose  before  the  commence- 
it  of  the  suity  and  a  plea  would  have  been  held  bad  for 
having  a  formal  commencement.  It  was  accordingly 
^rmined  in  1852  by  the  framers  of  the  Common  Law 
cedure  Acts^  who  were  intimately  acquainted  with  the 
of  pleading,  to  remove  that  with  other  formal  objec- 
8  by  Stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  s.  68.  This  plea  is 
ided  according  to  the  fact,  and  discloses  matter  arising 
Taction.  It  has  no  formal  commencement;  but  the 
ter  pleaded  is  clearly  in  bar  to  the  further  maintenance 
.]ie  action.  Objections  of  this  sort,  to  have  anything  iii 
I,  must  be  where  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  the 
:e  set  up  arose  before  or  after  action.  If  the  plea  is 
j>Iy  ambiguous,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
(Dce  arose  after  action,  the  inconvenience  is  met  by  the 
if  part  of  the  68th  section,  which  provides  that  **  any 
^*^^  which  does  not  state  whether  the  defence  therein  set 
^I^  srose  before  or  after  action  shall  be  deemed. to  be  a  plea 
^^  «iiatter  arising  before  action."  If,  however,  the  plea  is  so 
w^Oied  as  to  embarrass  the  Plaintiff,  he  may  apply  to  a 
*^clge  at  chambers.  This  plea,  however,  is  not  open  to 
^^t  objection. 

It  was  urged  that  this  deed  was  illusory  upon  the  ground 
^^i  it  left  it  to  the  option  of  the  debtor  to  pay  or  tender 
w^e  composition  or  not  when  the  day  for  payment  arrived. 
But  I  think,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  this  Court 
in  Zay  V.  Mottram  (a),  that  the  recital  in  the  deed  is  a 
covenant,  and  that  it  is  sufficient  to  enable  any  creditor^ 

(a)  19  C.  B.,  N.  S.  479. 
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1866,  whether  he  has  executed  the  deed  or  not,  to  maintain 
Brooks  action  upon  it  for  the  composition.  The  payment  of 
Jennings,  composition  is  in  that  way  secured  to  the  Plaintiff;  ba* 
even  if  that  were  not  so  I  should  be  disposed  to  adopt  chc 
suggestion  of  one  of  my  learned  Brothers,  that  the  deed 
might  still  be  valid,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  composition  should 
not  be  paid,  the  Plaintiff  would  be  remitted  to  his  remedy 
for  the  whole  of  his  claim. 

Then  it  was  said  that  the  deed  was  bad  upon  the  groazkd 
that  the  composition  was  payable  before  the  twenty-dgb^ 
days  from  the  execution  of  it  had  elapsed,  and  it  was  ur^' 
that  it  was  unreasonable  that  a  creditor  should  be  bound 
accept  the  composition  before  the  expiration  of  the  ti 
allowed  by  the  statute  for  registration,  and  before  he  cslmi 
tell  whether  the  requirements  of  the  statute  are  satisfied, 
that  it  shall  be  binding  upon  all  the  creditors.     But  a  c 
ditor  would  be  entitled  to  refuse  to  accept  the  2s,  com 
sition  until  he  finds  out  whether  the  deed  is  binding  or  n 
or  he  might  accept  it  wilh  an  intimation,  that  unless  h& 
bound  by  the  deed  he  does  not  assent  to  it,  and  in  eit 
case,  if  it  should  turn  out  not  to  be  a  binding  deed,  mig:: 
sue  for  the  whole  of  his  debt.     It  seems  to  me  that  t 
objection  is  novel,  and  I  think  the  judgment  ought  to 
for  the  Defendant. 

Keating,  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  the  plea  is  pleade* 
precisely  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  68t 
section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1862,  and  n( 
body  can  doubt  that  it  is  pleaded  to  the  further  maintenance 
of  the  action.     It  alleges,  that  on  the  21st  November^  1865, 
being  after  action,  the  Defendant  was  ready  and  willinj 
and  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  the  composition,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  refused ;  that  the  Defendant  was  always  read] 
and  willing  to  pay  the  same,  and  brings  the  money  into 
Court.     It  is  impossible,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff  could 
have  been  embarrassed  by  the  form  of  pleading.  Moreover 
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I    tliiDk  tbat  it  is  not  an  unreasonable  provision  that  the        1866. 
oooaposition  should  be  made  payable  within  the  twenty-       Brooks 
e-ig^ht  days;  Mr.  PhiWrick  has  failed  to  show  that  a  ere-     jennimos. 
dittx'  would  suffer  any  hardship  on  that  account,  because, 
Eas    my  Brother  Willes  has  shown,  the  acceptance  of  the 
.     would  not  bind  him  if  the  deed  should  turn  out  to  be 


ITH,  J.     I  agree  with  my  learned  Brothers  that  it  is 

longer  necessary  that  a  plea  setting  up  a  defence  arising 

the  commencement  of  an  action  should  be  pleaded 

it.b    any  formal  commencement.     I  also  think  that  the 

objection  cannot  be  sustained.     In  the  case  of  In 

Ctutleton  {d)y  three  partners  were  sued  upon  a  promis- 

note  given  by  them  for  a  partnership  debt,  and  judg- 

was  recovered  against  all.     After  suit,   but  before 

J  udgmenty  C,  one  of  the  partners,  executed  a  deed  under 

^tat.   24  k  25  Vict.  c.  134,  s.  192,  by  which  he  assigned  all 

^^^    estate  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  no 

^ference  being  made  to  the  partnership  or  its  assets  or 

Ji^bilities.    The  deed  was  registered  under  the  194th  section, 

*«cl   ^  certificate  obtained,  and  notice  given.     C  was  ar- 

'^^^^d  under  the  judgment,  and  one  of  the  Commissioners 

"'^'^ lug  refused  to  release  him,  it  was  held  on  appeal  that 

*^^   Mras  protected  from  arrest  as  well  from  joint  as  from 

*^P^fate  creditors.    This  deed,  however,  is  said  to  be  un- 

^^^^onable  because  the  composition  is  to  be  paid  within  the 

^^^nty-eight  days ;  but  that  is  a  maximum  period,  and  the 

^^^cl  may  be  registered  within  that  time;  and  there  is 

^^^ing  unreasonable  in  the  provision  objected  to.     So  far 

**  the  authorities  go  they  are  in  favour  of  the  Defendant, 

1^  ^ parte  Godden,  in  re  Shettle{Jb)y  the  composition  was 

t^  be  paid  down,  and  no  objection  of  this  kind  was  taken  ; 

but  Mr.  Commissioner  liohoyd,  after  referring  to  In  re 

(«)  31  L.  J.,  Bo/lilt.  Cfl.  71.  (6)  32  L.  J.,  hank.  Ca.  37. 
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1866. 


Brooks 

V. 

Jennings. 


Castleton  (a),  and   Walter  v.  AJcock(fi),  says, 
**  There  is  this  further  point  in  the  case,  that  in 
there  is  not,  as  in  Walter  v.  Adcock,  a  covenant 
futuro,  but  an  engagement  to  pay  the  amount  of 
position  down  at  once ;"  thereby  seeming  to  havi 
that  circumstance  in  favour  of  the  deed. 


Judgment  for  the  Deft 


Saturday^ 
February  10. 

Aetiontfor  neg' 
ligenee  where 
there  is  coniri' 
butory  nrgli' 
gence  on  the 
part  of  the 
plaintiff. 
Direction  to 
My. 


Walton  v.  The  London,  Brighton  and  i 
Coast  Railway  Company. 

1.  In  all  actions  for  neglipfcnce,  where  there  is  evidence  of  ne 

the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  proi)cr  question  to  be  left  tc 
that  laid  down  in  Tuff  v.  iVarman^  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  £85,  ?iz., 
damage  was  occasioned  entirely  by  the  ne;Tlin;ence  or  impro 
of  the  Defendant,  or  whether  the  IMaintitT  himself  so  far  coi 
the  misfonui.e  by  his  own  neglipfencc  or  want  of  ordinary  a 
care  and  caution,  that,  but  for  such  neglijrence  or  want  of  or 
and  caution  on  his  part,  the  misfortune  would  not  have  hap 

2.  In  an  action  for  negli^^ence,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff's  ho 

were  drawn  up  opposite  his  shop  and  left  unattended,  and  l 
and  van  of  the  Defendants  were  drawn  up  two  or  three  feet 
of  the  cart,  and  also  left  unattended.  No  person  actually  i 
cumstanccs  leading  to  the  accident ;  but  it  seemed  that  the  t 
had  been  in  collision,  and  the  evidence  was  conflicting.  T1 
summing  up,  withdrew  from  the  jurv  the  question  of  c 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.  Held,  that  there 
new  trial  for  misdirection. 

rpHIS  was  a  case  stated  on  appeal  from  the 
-*-     County  Court,  where  the   cause  was  tried 
jury  on  6th  November,  1865. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  to  reco 
pensation  in  damages  under  the  following  circumst 

The    Plaintiff  is   a  grocer,  carrying  on  busin 


(a)  31  X.J,,  Bank,  Ca.  71. 


(6)  7  H.J^  N.  541. 
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house  in  Park  Street^  Croydon^  which  is  a  private  1866. 

leading    out   of  High    Street,   and    has  a   plate-  Walton 

gi^lass  window  consisting  of  large  panes  facing  into  Park  rj.^^  lowdon 

««^     On  the  afternoon  of  the  15th  of  August,  a  horse  Briohtom& 

^      '  South  Coast 

cart  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  was  drawn  up  opposite      Rail.  Co. 

bis   shop  for  the  purpose  of  loading  goods,  the  head. of 

t.he     liorse  being  about  opposite  to  the  centre  pane  of  his 

ix^dow.     The   Defendants'  servants,  having  occasion  to 

the  Plaintiffs  shop  on  business,  drew  up  a  horse  and 

of  the  Defendants,  containing  about  two  tons'  weight 

^*"    goods,  two  or  three  feet  in  the  rear  of  the  Plaintiflfs 

Horse  and  cart,  and  proceeded  into  the  shop  of  the  Plaintiff. 

No  person  on  behalf  of  either  the  Plaintiff  or  Defendants 

^^?'as  ivatching  either  the  Plaintiff's  horse  and  cart  or  the 

defendants'  van ;  but  the  Plaintiffs  foreman  proved  that 

"^  ^^as  opposite  the  side  window  of  the  Plaintiffs  shop  at 

^He  time  of  the  accident,  and,  if  the  Plaintiffs  horse  had 

t>a.clced,  he  must  have  seen  it.    The  Plaintiff's  horse  was 

^    young  horse  and  quiet,  and  the  Defendants'  horse  was 

^   ^uiet  old  horse,  which  long  had  been  accustomed  to  the 

®ort  of  work  at  which  it  was  employed  at  the  time  of  the 

^ccicient.     No  person  was  called  who  actually  saw  the 

^^rcumstances  leading  to  the  accident,  but  it  was  proved 

^"at  the  Plaintiffs  horse  came  through  the  Plaintiffs  shop 

^^'^ciow,  smashing  the  same  and  injuring  himself  as  well 

^^   tlie  Plaintiffs  cart  and  goods.    The  evidence  given  by 

Qe     Plaintiff's  foreman,  who  was  standing  at  the  window 

*^icie  Jhe  shop,  was,  that  on  hearing  a  crash  he  ran  out 

'^^    found  that  Plaintiffs  horse  had  not  backed,  and  that 

^  Oould  not  get  him  extricated  until  the  Defendants'  carter 

^^   released  his  horse,  which  had  advanced  to  the  front  of 

^^     Plaintiff's  cart.     It  was  stated  by  the  Plaintiff  that 

^^    off-wheel  of  his  cart  was  chained  at  the  time  of  the 


ident,  and  that  the  chain  was  taken  off  afterwards;  but 
^^uter-^vidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 
^^  it  was  proved  that  the  hind  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  cart 
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1866«  was  injured  on  the  near  side^  and  that  the  ofT-shaft  of  the 

Walton  Defendants*  van  was  injured.     It  was  sworn,  too,  on  the 

The  Lon    v  P^''^^^  *h®  Defendants  that  their  van  could  not  have  movec 

Brighton  8t  forward,  for  no  skidding  of  the  van  was  observable  on  th». 

South  Coast 

Rail.  Co.      ground,  which  it  was  thought  would  have  appeared,  ha^ 
the  van  moved  forward ;  but  it  was  proved  that  two  U 
of  the  kerb  were  scratched  on  the  near  side  of  I^ark 
where  the  van  stood.    The  counsel  for  the  Defendants, 
addressing  the  jury,  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  had  be 
guilty  of  contributory  negli<^ence,  and  that  in  such  a  ca^ 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover ;  and  that  he  had  contribute 
to  the  accident  by  allowing  his  horse  to  remain  in  the  strva 
unattended.    The  learned  judge,  in  summing  up,  stated 
the  jury  that  the  first  question  for  them  to  determine  v^ 
whether  the  Defendants'  van  occasioned  the  accident 
running  into  the  Plaintiff's  cart,  and  whether  the 
was  brought  about  by  the  negligence  of  the  Defenda 
servant,  and  that  a  question  might  have  arisen  under 
circumstances  as  to  whether  there  was  contributory  nei 
gence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.     He  said  that  he 
no  hesitation   in   ruling  on  the  authority  of  Addison 
Torts  (a),  that  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  Plaintiff  will 
disentitle  him  to  recover  damages,  unless  but  for  that  n 
ligence  the  accident  could  not  have  happened  ;  nor  if 
Defendant  might,  by  the  exercise  of  care  on  his  part,  hs-^ 
avoided  the  consequences  of  the  negligence  of  the  Plainti^ 
He  further  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  therefore,  entitle 
to  damages  if  the  van  ran  into  the  cart;  and  that  in  tt> 
present  case  there  was  no  evidence  of  contributory  negl* 
gence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff:    that  it   was   occ^ 
sioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  servant  in  leaving  the  v^ 
there  could  be  no  doubt  whatever :  and  the  only  remainir^ 
question  was  whether  the  Defendants'  van  did  run  into  tlc3 
cart,  the  evidence  of  which  was  conflicting.    The  learnt 

(fl)  Referring  probably  to  p.  264. 
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en  feviewed  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the       1866. 
*  and  the  Defendants,  stating  that  it  appeared  to      Walton 

t  to  be  very  material  whether  the  oflF-wheel  of  the  j^^  lomdow 

Ts  cart  was  chained  or  not.    The  jury  returned  a  Briohtoh  & 

•'     "^  South  Coast 

for  the  Plaintiff,  damages  35/.,  and  judgment  was     RaiuCo^ 
ccordingly.    The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
as  whether  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  so  direct- 

ten(A.  L.  Smith  with  him)  for  the  Defendants.—* 
ing  of  the  learned  judge  was  wrong.  He  distinctly 
lat  there  was  no  evidence  of  contributory  negli- 
Q  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  act  of  the  De- 
ft' servant  in  leaving  the  Defendants'  van  is  that 
le  treats  as  the  negligence  causing  the  accident, 
evidence  is  that  the  Plaintiff's  horse  was  also  left 
any  one  to  look  after  it.  The  Plaintiff,  therefore, 
8  dilemma — either  there  was  no  negligence  on  either 
there  was  the  same  on  both  sides.  If  the  Plain- 
trse  had  gone  through  some  one  else's  window  under 
circumstances,  his  leaving  it  without  any  one  to  watch 
1  clearly  be  evidence  of  negligence  as  against  him ; 
V.  Goodwin  (a) ;  and  if  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
I  might  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  De- 
s'  negligence,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover :  Daviesv. 
&).  In  order  to  be  entitled  to  these  damages,  the 
fought  to  have  proved  that  even  if  he  had  left  his 
1  charge  of  some  one  the  accident  would  not  have 
'evented.  The  proper  direction  to  the  jury,  in  cases 
here  is  conflicting  evidence  of  negligence  on  one  side 
other,  is  pointed  out  in  Tvffy.  WaTman{c\  affirmed 
Exchequer  Chamber  (rf)«     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

r.  Hapwood  for  the  Plaintiff. — In  point  of  law  the 

)  5  C.  4-  P.  190.  (f)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  740. 

)  10  M.  *  W.  646.  {(1)  5  C.  B.,  2V.  S.  573. 
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1866>       summing-up  was  right.     Although  the  learned  judge  ei' 
Walton      pressed  a  strong  opinion  upon  the  evidence,  the  langMgp 
The  London,  o(  the  summing-up  does  not  show  that  he  arbitrarily  witk* 
&h;thCoa8t   ^^^^  ^^®   question  of  contributory  negligence  from  lift 
Rail.  Co.      jury.     Admitting  that  both  horses  were  unattended,  if  Aft 
accident  was  caused  by  the  Defendants'  horse  moving  fiv> 
ward,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.     The  mereftct 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  Plaintiff  does  not  depriie 
him  of  the  right  to  recover,  unless  it  be,  as  Lord  Camptdf 
C.  J.,  says,  in  Dowell  v.  General  Steam  Nacigaiion  G»- 
P^^^y  (^)i  the  proxima  causa,  or  causa  causans,  of  theaoci* 
dent ;   and  his  Lordship  says,  at  p.  203,  where  it  is  stated 
in  argument  that   Lord  Tenterden  used  to  tell   the  juf 
that  in  order  to  find   for  the  Plaintiff  they  must  be  of 
opinion  that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  **  the  men 
negligence  of  the  Defendant,"  and  that  they  could  not  fiai 
such  verdict  if  the  negligence  of  the  Plaintiff  had  contih 
buted  to  the  accident — ''he  used,  however,  always  tomab 
them  understand  that  this  was  said  of  negligence  actirdj 
contributing  to  the  accident."     [WilleSy   J.     In    3V/f. 
Warman  (b)  great  pains  were  taken  by  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  to  determine  what  should  be  the  proper 
direction  in  actions  where  there  was  contributory  neg^   1 
gence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.     In  the  present  case,  if 
the  question  had  been  left  to  the  jury,  the  only  fault  to  be 
found  with  the  learned  judge's  ruling   seems   to  be  hb 
saying,  ''  but  for  that  negligence  the  accident  could  not 
have  happened,"  instead  of  '*  but  for  that  negligence  the 
accident  would  not  have  happened ;"  and  the  same  mistake 
will  be   found  in  the  judgment   in  luj  y.   WannaniJkY 
But  the  question  has  not  been  lefl  to  the  jury,  and  the 
Court  must  not  take  upon  itself  their  province.] 

Hannen  was  not  called  on  to  reply, 
(ci)  5  E.  4-  B.  195,  201.  (6)  5  C.  B.,  K  S.  673,  585. 


Rail.  Co.  :3 
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amed  judge  has  decided  a  question  of  fact  ia 
le  Plaintiff  which  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  ' 

.  very  important  that  in  actions  for  negligence, 
>f  frequent  occurrence  both  in  the  superior  and 

ity  courts,  one  general  rule  should  be  observed,  ] 

illy  80  in  cases  of  colh'sion,  where  the  matter  to 
ned  is  one  so  peculiarly  for  the  consideration  of 
any  cases  have  arisen  in  which  it  has  been  dis- 
t  the  proper  question  for  the  jury  should  be  in 
.  If  there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
3  Plaintiff,  then  the  only  question  is  whether 
)een  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant. 
»  where  there  has  been  negligence  on  the  part 
lintiff,  the  question  is  whether  that  was  the 
le  of  the  accident  or  proximately  contributed 
^ioQsly  that  is  a  question  which  is  likely  to  be 
1  a  form  as  to  perplex  a  jury,  and  the  opera- 
uses  is  a  most  difficult  subject  to  deal  with. 
y,  in  Tuff  v.  Warman,  in  an  action  for  an  injury 
ntiff's  vessel  in  consequence  of  a  collision  with 
sel,  my  direction  to  the  jury  wa3  objected  to,  and 
\  objection  was  not  an  unreasonable  one,  for  the 
ivord  **  directly,''  which  it  was  said  was  calculated 
88  the  jury.  My  ruling,  however,  was  adhered 
'ommon  Pleas  (a),  and  the  decision  of  that  Court 
in  appealed  against,  the  matter  came  before  the 
Chamber  (b),  where  it  received  great  considera- 
the  ruling  was  finally  sustained  and  affirmed 
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It  only  remains  to  consider  whether  the  summing-up  was  1866. 

vaibstantially  in  accordance  with  that  direction.     I  think  Walton 

Ikit  it  was  not.    The  jury  were  told  that  there  was  no  evi-  j>^^  London 

dence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plain-  Brighton  & 

•^       °   °     .  .  ^  South  Coast 

tiff;  and  Mr.  Hopwoad  has  ingeniously  argued  that  the      Rail.  Co. 
jadge  was  only  expressing  a  strong  opinion  upon  a  matter 
of  feet    But  on  turning  to  the  early  part  of  the  summing- 
q>  I  find  that  he  tells  the  jury  that  the  first  question  for 
tJKm  to  determine  was  whether  the  accident  was  brought 
ibottt  by  the  negligence  of  the  Defendants'  servants,  and 
lot,  as  in  7\iff  v.  Warman  (a),  whether  it  was  occasioned 
''entirely"  by  that  negligence,  and  that  a  question  might 
luive  arisen  under  some  circumstances  as  to  whether  there 
was  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 
He  then  tells  them  that  he  had  no  hesitation  in  ruling,  on 
^authority  o{ Addison  on  Torts  (i),  that  negligence  on  the 
pftrtof  a  Plaintiff  will  not  disentitle  him  to  recover  damages, 
'ualess  but  for  that  negligence  the  accident  could  not  have 
l^^ppened ;  nor  if  the  Defendant  could  by  the  exercise  of 
^'e  on  his  part  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the 
'^ligence   of  the    Plaintiff:   and  with  the  law  so  laid 
«own,  except  in  the  use  of  the  word  *'  could"  instead  of 
vouid,"  it  might  be  difficult  to  quarrel.    But  he  then  states 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  entitled  to  damages  if  the 
^i^  ran  into  the  cart ;  and  that  in  the  present  case  there 
was  00  evidence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
fljft  Plaintiff.     Upon  the  ground,  therefore,  that  the  judge 
to*  withdrawn  from  the  jury  a  question  which  was  proper 
for  their  consideration,  and  that  the  summing-up  was  not 
sahatantially  in  accordance  with  that  in  Tuff  v.  Warman  (a), 
there  must  be  a  new  trial.     With  regard  to  the  question  of 
costs,  we  think  that  in  the  event  of  the  Defendants  suc- 
ceeding on  the  new  trial,  they  ought  to  have  the  costs  of 
this  appeal ;  but  otherwise  that  there  should  be  no  costs  on 
either  side. 

(a)  5  C.  6.,  ^.  5.  573.  (()  Referring  probably  to  p.  264. 
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1866.        think  the  jury  could  have  been  misled  by  the  use  c 

yfj^i^jQ^       word  "  directly,"  and  that  in  other  respects  the  sammii 

_     ,^-  was  not  objectionable.     In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  ^ 

The  London,  .         . 

Brighton  &  there  is  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Pla 
Rail.  Cof  ^^^  direction  to  the  jury  should  be  in  the  terms  s 
by  Wightman,  J.,  in  that  case.  Now,  was  there  evic 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  here  ?  Then 
evidence  of  the  same  sort  of  negligence  on  the  part  o 
Plaintiff  in  leaving  his  cart  unattended,  as  on  the  pc 
the  Defendants,  though  I  do  not  say  that  there  was  evid 
of  the  same  degree  of  negligence.  It  was  the  cir 
stance  of  the  Defendants*  van  being  left  unattended 
the  judge  left  to  the  jury  as  undoubted  negligence  oi 
part  of  the  Defendants,  for  he  says  **  that  it  was  occasi 
by  the  negligence  of  the  servant  in  leaving  the  van  ' 
could  be  no  doubt  whatever."  It  ought,  therefore,  to 
been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  neglig 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.  If  there  was  evideni 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  further  € 
tion  arises  whether  that  negligence  was  the  proxi 
or  direct  cause  of  the  accident  ?  For  the  reasons  I 
already  mentioned  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
down  the  proper  form  in  which  that  question  shoul 
left :  "  It  appears  to  us  that  the  proper  question  for 
jury  in  this,  and  indeed  in  all  other  cases  of  the 
kind,  is,  whether  the  damage  was  occasioned  entirel; 
the  negligence  or  improper  conduct  of  the  Defendant 
whether  the  Plaintiff  himself  so  far  contributed  to  the  i 
fortune  by  his  own  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary 
common  care  and  caution,  that,  but  for  such  neglig* 
or  want  of  ordinary  care  and  caution  on  his  part,  the 
fortune  would  not  have  happened"  (a).  Nothing  ca 
more  clear  than  those  words,  or  more  calculated  to  in 
a  jury  what  the  question  is  which  they  have  to  determ 

(fl)  5  C.  B.,  N.  S.  585. 
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It  only  remains  to  consider  whether  the  summing-up  was       1866. 
lobBtantially  in  accordance  with  that  direction.     I  think      Walton 
tbftt  it  was  not.    The  jury  were  told  that  there  was  no  evi-  thb  London 
deuce  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plain-    Brighton  & 

•^       ^  °     .  .  ^  South  Coast 

tiff;    and  Mr.  Hopwood  has  ingeniously  argued  that  the      Rail.  Co. 

judge  was  only  expressing  a  strong  opinion  upon  a  matter 
of  fact  But  on  turning  to  the  early  part  of  the  summing- 
up  I  find  that  he  tells  the  jury  that  the  first  question  for 
them  to  determine  was  whether  the  accident  was  brought 
about  by  the  negligence  of  the  Defendants'  servants,  and 
not,  as  in  Tuffy.  Warman  (a),  whether  it  was  occasioned 
"entirely*'  by  that  negligence,  and  that  a  question  might 
have  arisen  under  some  circumstances  as  to  whether  there 
was  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 
He  then  tells  them  that  he  had  no  hesitation  in  ruling,  on 
fl»e  authority  of  Addison  on  Torts  (i),  that  negligence  on  the 
P^  of  a  Plaintiff  will  not  disentitle  him  to  recover  damages, 
wiless  but  for  that  negligence  the  accident  could  not  have 
happened ;  nor  if  the  Defendant  could  by  the  exercise  of 
^^  on  his  part  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the 
^ligence  of  the  Plaintiff:  and  with  the  law  so  laid 
flown,  except  in  the  use  of  the  word  *'  could"  instead  of 
'^ould,"  it  might  be  difficult  to  quarrel.  But  he  then  states 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  entitled  to  damages  if  the 
^^  ^n  into  the  cart ;  and  that  in  the  present  case  there 
'^as  no  evidence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
"^  Plaintiff.  Upon  the  ground,  therefore,  that  the  judge 
^  withdrawn  from  the  jury  a  question  which  was  proper 
">r  their  consideration,  and  that  the  summing-up  was  not 
^batantially  in  accordance  with  that  in  Tvffv.  Warman  (a), 
"^ere  must  be  a  new  trial.  With  regard  to  the  question  of 
^^  we  think  that  in  the  event  of  the  Defendants  suc- 
ceeding on  the  new  trial,  they  ought  to  have  the  costs  of 
this  appeal ;  but  otherwise  that  there  should  be  no  costs  on 
filter  Bide. 

W  «  C.  R,  N,  S,  673.  (W  Referring  probably  to  p.  264. 
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1 866.  Keating,  J.    We  ought  not  lo  be  too  astute  in  criticising  -; 

Walton  the  language  used  by  a  judge  in  his  sumining-upy  whether  ^ 
The  London  ^^  ^  County  Court  or  elsewhere.  But  it  is  impossible  not.^ 
Brighton  &  to  see  that  in  this  case  the  judge  has  withdrawn  from  thet 

South  Coast    .  ,  ./..,,.  , 

Rail.  Co.  jury  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  par^ 
of  the  Plaintiff;  and  it  is  also  perfectly  clear  that  the  ques- 
tion was  advisedly  withdrawn  from  them.  If  there  was 
evidence  of  contributory  negligence,  to  withdraw  it  from 
the  jury  was  misdirection.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  was 
such  evidence.  I  give  no  opinion  as  to  its  strengtli ;  but 
no  doubt  there  was  some  evidence  of  it,  and  I  think  there 
should  be  a  new  trial  upon  the  terms  laid  down  by  my 
Brother  WilleSt. 

Smith,  J.  As  I  have  not  heard  the  whole  of  the  arga- 
ment  I  express  no  opinion  beyond  saying  that  in  such  cases 
the  ruling  in  Tuff  v.  Warman  should  be  adhered  to. 

Judgment  for  the  Appellants. 
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iDSTON  and  Another  v.  The  Empire  Marine  1866. 

Insurance  Company  (Limited).  ^^^  g^ 


L   policy  of  marine  insurance  in  the  ordinary  form,  the  defendants  in-  Marine  tn#ur* 

sured  the  chartered  freight,  payable  at  home,  of  the  Flaintifftt'  vessel,  anee. 

^.,  on  her  voyage  from  America  to  the  United  Kingdom,  **  warranted  Freight,  insur" 

free  from  particular  average  ;  also  from  jettison,  unless  the  ship  should  ance  of, 

l>e   stranded,  sunk  or  burnt.*'      The   policy  contained    the  ordinary  Constructive 

suing  and  labouring  clause,  with  an  express  declaration  that  the  acts  total  lou  of 

of  insurer  or  insured,  in  recovering  the  property  insured,  should  not  thip, 

l>e  considered  as  waiver  or  acceptance  of  abandonment   On  the  voyage  Tranrfer  of 

the  ship  put  into  Rio  in  distress,  and  was  so  damaged  as  to  become  a  goods  to  subeti' 

constructive  total  loss,  but  the  goods  were  removed,  and,  being  placed  tuted  $hip, 

in  another  ship,  reached  the  port  of  discharge  in  safety.    There  was  Liability  for 

no  notice  of  abandonment,  and  the  chartered  freight  was  paid.     The  additional 

Plaintiffs  claimed  as  for  a  total  loss,  and  also,  under  the  suing  and  freight. 

labouring  clause,  for  the  expenses  of  transshipment,  and  for  freight  Meaning  rf 

of  the  substituted  ship,  which,  with  expenses  at  Rio,  did  not  exceed  ** particular 

the  chartered  freight.     Held :  average,** 

1.  That  the  expenses  incurred  were  of  a  character  to  be  within  Suing  and 

the  suing  and  labouring  clause.  labouring 

2.  That,  apart  from  the  question  of  usage,  the  suing  and  labour-  clause, 

ing  clause  is  applicable  to  all  cases  in  which  the  underwriter  Evidence  rf 

is  saved  from  liability  to  loss,  whether  partial  or  total,  and  usage* 
whether  an  abandonment  does  or  may  possibly  take  place  or 
Dot ;  and  that  the  occasion  on  which  the  said  expenses  were 
incurred  was  within  that  clause. 
8.  That  the  provision  in  the  policy  as  to  warranty  against  parti- 
cular average  only  limited  the  insurance  to  total  loss  of  the 

TOL.  I.— C.P.  H  H 
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logg  freight  by  the  perils  insured  against,  without  reference  to 

*  extraordinary  labour  or  expense  which  might  be  incurred  bj 

KiDSTON  ^^*^  assured  in  preserving  the  assured  from  loss. 

Semble,  that  evidence  was  receivable  to  show  that  the  phrase  "par- 

Empire  ticular  average  "  had   an  understood  roeauiog,  according  to 

Marine  I\-  which    it  did   not  include  "particular  charges;"  and  thtt 

8URANCE  Co  ^"^^  usage  was  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  contract 

rilHE  declaration  was  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  by  which 
-*-     the  Defendants  became  insurers  to  the  amount  of 
2,000/.  (lost  or  not  lost)  at   and    from  Lyttleton,  Nen 
Zealand,  to  any  ports  and  places  on  the  western  coast  of 
South  America  and  islands  adjacent  during  her  stay  therCf 
and  thence  to  her  port  of  call  and  discharge  in  the  United. 
Kingdom,  upon  the  ship  Sebastopol,  including  all  risk  of 
craft  and  boats  to  and  from  the  ship,  warranted  fi-ee  froi 
capture,  seizure,  &c. ;  and  "  warranted  free  from  particul 
average,  also   from  jettison,  unless   the   ship   should 
stranded,  sunk  or  burnt ;"  the  subject-matter  of  the  policy 
being  declared  to   be  upon   chartered  freight,  valued  ott 
5,000/.,  the  insurance  to  commence  upon  the  freight  fro«:aa 
the  time  when  the  goods  and  merchandise  were  laden  (^^ 
board  the  ship,  until  they  should  be  safely  landed  and  dl^s- 
charged  as  above.     The  perils  insured  against  were  of  tl:^« 
ordinary  character,  and  the  policy  contained  the  ordina^TT 
suing  and  labouring  clause;   but  it  was  also  declared  *►* 
the  clause  that  the  acts  of  insurer  or  insured,  in  recoveri^^fi 
or  saving  the  property  insured,  were  not  to  be  considct^^ 
as  waiver  or  acceptance  of  abandonment.    The  mate*^^ 
claims  were.   First,  the  sum   of  2,000/.  insured   on    tJ^ 
ground  of  the  total  loss   of  the  chartered   freight; 
condly,  a  claim  under  the  suing  and  labouring  clause 
the  charges   and  expenses  incurred   by  the  Plaintiffs 
reason  of  the  Plaintiffs,  their  factors,  servants  and  assigr^    ^ 
suing,  labouring  and  travelling  in  and  about  the  defence 
safeguard  and  recovery  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  i 
surance;  and.  Thirdly,  a  claim   for   money  paid   to  tl#^ 
Defendants'  use. 
The  Defendants  pleaded  to  the  first  of  the  above-men-^ 
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iSy  ib  substance,  that  the  ship  was  not  stranded^ 
Dty  and  that  the  loss  was  a  particular  average 
to  the  second  of  those  claims,  their  pleas 
)stance :   1st;  That  the  charges  and  expenses 

as  aforesaid  constituted,  and  were,  only  par- 
age losses,  from  which  the  subject-matter  of 
:e  was  warranted  free.  2ndly,  That  a  loss  or 
lid  not  arise  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
f.  And  3rdly,  That  there  was  no  suing,  labour- 
lling  in  and  about  the  defence,  safeguard  and 
the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance,  within  the 
and  meaning  of  the  policy.  To  the  common 
pleaded  never  indebted. 

3se  pleas  issues  were  joined,  and  the  Plaintiffs 
'ed  to  the  plea  setting  up  that  the  charges  were 
verage  losses. 

e  came  on  for  trial  at  the  London  sittings  after 
I  Term,  1865,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of 
n  Pleas  and  a  special  jury,  when  the  following 
jiven  in  evidence. 

intiffs  were  shipowners  at  Glasgow^  and  the 
he  ship  Sebastopol,  and  the  Defendants  were  an 
ompany,  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool.  On 
y  of  March,  1863,  the  Plaintiffs  chartered  the 
to  Messrs.  Thompson  Sf  Co,,  by  charter-party, 
o  the  provisions  of  which  the  ship  was  to  pro- 
Chincha  Islands,  there  to  load  a  cargo  of  guano, 

to  proceed  with  the  said  cargo  to  the  United 
for  the  stipulated  freight  of  75^.  sterling  in  full 

20  cwt.  net  weight  of  guano  at  the  Queen's 

freight  to  be  paid  as  follows,  viz.,  1,000/.  in 

ival  at  port  of  discharge,  three  months'  interest 

of  5  per  cent,  being  deducted,  and  the  balance 

hours  after  the  true  and  right  delivery  of  the 
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On  the  18th  of  August,  1863,  the  Plaintiffs  effected  wm^j^ 
the  Defendants  the  aforesaid  policy,  being  a  policy  oC"  ^ 
surance  in  the  sum  of  2,000/.  by  the  Sebastopol,  on  cAar- 
tered  freight  valued  at  5,000/.,  warranted  free  from  particiilar 
average,  also  from  jettison,  unless  ship  stranded,  suolc  or 
burnt;  the  voyage  insured  by  the  said  policy  covering  the 
aforesaid   chartered  voyage  to  the  Chincha  Iskmck,  and 
thence  to  the  United  Kingdom.     The  policy  contained  also 
the  usual  suing  and  labouring  clause. 

The  Sebastopol,  having  duly  proceeded  on  the  above  voy- 
age, loaded  a  cargo  of  guano  at  the  Chincha  Islands^  and 
sailed  therewith  for  Cork,  but  in  the  course  of  the  voyage 
there  she  was  compelled  by  heavy  storms,  and  the  damage 
she  sustained,  to  put  into  Rio  Janeiro,  where  she  arrived 
on  the  7th  day  of  February,  1864.      On  the  arrival  of 
the  ship  at  Rio  the  cargo  of  guano  was  discharged  ^^^ 
properly  stowed  and  warehoused.    The  ship  was  then  dti'j 
surveyed,  and  was  then  proved  to  have  been  so  damag^ 
by  perils  of  the  seas  as  not  to  be  worth  repairing.     She  ^'^^ 
therefore  sold  by  the  master  at  Rio  on  the  Slst  day  ^ 
March,  1864,  the  sale  being  in  all  respects  proper  ^*^ 
necessary,  and  the  ship  being  then  a  total  loss. 

On  the  12th  March,  1864,  the  master  of  the  Sebastcf^ 
chartered  the  ship  Caprice,  at  a  freight  of  1/.  17*.  6rf.  J^ 
ton,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  said  cargo  of  gu^-^ 
from  Rio  to  the  United  Kingdom,  and  delivering  it  io  ^ 
owners.     The  charter-party  was  made  at  Rio,  and  p*^ 
ported  to  be  between  E,  S.  Harkey,  master  of  the  Capri^^^^ 
and  Duncan  Taylor,    The  cargo  was  accordingly  ta 
from  the  warehouse  where  it  had  been  stowed  and 
on  board  the  Caprice,  and  conveyed  by  that  ship  to 
and  thence  duly  delivered  to  the  owners  of  such  ca 
The  Plaintiffs  paid  to  the  owners  of  the  Caprice  the  suns- 
2,467/.  lis.  \0d.,  which  was  the  agreed  freight  payable 
that  vessel  for  carrying  the  cargo  from  Ria  to* 
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Messrs.  Thompson  §f  Co.y  on  delivery  of  the  cargo,  paid        1866. 
the  chartered  freight  of  5^000/.  in  full  to  the  Plaintiffs,      Kidstom 
who  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the      empire 

Defendants.  Marine  In- 

surance Co. 

The  Plaintiffs  did  not  give  any  notice  of  abandonment 
to  the  Defendants. 

All  the  expenses  incurred  at  RxOy  in  discharging,  ware- 
housing and  transshipping  the  goods,  together  with  the 
aforesaid  freight  payable  to  the  Caprice,  were  considerably 
less  than  3,000/. 

It  was  contended  at  the  trial  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs, 

that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  from  the  underwriters 

the  expenses  incurred  by  the  former  in  conveying  the  cargo 

of  guano  to  the  Caprice  from  the  warehouses  at  Rio,  which 

expenses  were  less  than  100/.,  and  also  for  the  sum  of 

2,467/.  lis.  lOd.,  which  had  been  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  to 

the  owners  of  the  Caprice  for  carrying  the  cargo  from  Rio 

to  the  United  Kingdom.    The  Defendants,  on  the  other 

^andy  contended  that  they  were  not  liable  by  the  policy 

to  repay  to  the  Plaintiffs  any  part  of  those  expenses,  nor 

^tiy  part  of  the  above  sum  of  2,467/.  lis.  10c/. 

At  the  trial  several  average  adjusters  and  other  witnesses 
^^ere  called  to  prove  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  particular 
Average"  in  the  business  of  marine  insurance :  and  the  jury 
found  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  policy  in  question  there 
^?ul  been,  in  the  business  of  marine  insurance,  a  well-known 
^nd  definite  meaning  affixed  by  long  usage  between  the 
Assured  and  underwriters  to  the  term  particular  average,  as 
Contradistinguished  from  the  term  particular  charges,  in 
the  manner  described  by  the  witnesses;  viz.,  that  parti- 
cular average  denotes  actual  damages  done  to  or  loss  of 
part  of  the  subject-matter  of  insurance,  but  that  it  does  not 
include  any  expenses  nor  charges  incurred  in  recovering 
or  preserving  the  subject-matter  of  insurance;  and  that 
expenses  incurred  in  warehousing  and  forwarding  goods 
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KiDSTON 
V, 

Empire 
Marine  In- 
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are  not  particular  average,  but  are  termed  ^  par 
charges." 

Upon  this  finding  of  the  jury  a  verdict  was,  1 
consent  of  the  parties  and  by  direction  of  the  Lord 
Justice,  entered  for  the  Plaintiffs,  leave  being  reser 
the  Defendants  to  move  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  v 
and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants  or  a  nonsa 

In  Hilary  Term,  18G6,  a  rule  was  accordingly  ol 
by  the  Defendants,  calling  upon  the  Plaintiffs  to  shoiR 
why  the  verdict  entered  for  them  at  the  trial  should 
set  aside,  and  instead  thereof  a  verdict  be  entered  i 
Defendants  or  a  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds — Ist,  th 
charges  in  question  were  not  within  the  clause  in  the 
respecting  suing  and  labouring,  and  that  no  other 
the  policy  was  applicable  to  the  case;  2ndly,  that  tl 
torn  alleged  was  a  universal  custom,  and  not  a  cusi 
any  particular  place  or  trade;  Srdly,  that  there  v 
evidence  that  the  alleged  custom  prevailed  in  Liveri 
the  time  the  policy  was  made. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  demurrer  should  be  argue 
the  rule  (a). 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term,  before  Erie 
WilleSy  Keating  and  Smith,  JJ. 

Edward  James  and  Sir  Geo,  Honyman  showed  ci 
In  the  first  place,  this  being  an  insurance  of  the  eh 
freight  by  the  ship  Sebastopol,  so  soon  as  that  Tea 
incapable  of  proceeding  there  was  a  total  loss  of  I 
with  benefit  of  salvage.  The  policy  could  not  apply 
Caprice,  for  the  underwriters  were  liable  to  no  risk 
as  regards  the  Sebastopol.  Notice  of  abandonment 
present  case  was  unnecessary  :  Mount  v.  Harrison  i 

In  the  second  place,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  i 

(o)  The  above  statement  of  facts  and  proceedings  is  taken 
special  case  stated  for  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
(6)  4  Bing.  388. 
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under  the  suing  and  labouring  clause,  on  the  ground  that       1866. 
the  charges  in  question  were  properly  incurred  in  order  to      Kidston 
avoid  peril  to  the  underwriters.    The  object  of  that  clause  is       empire 

to  induce  the  captain  to  do  what  he  can  for  the  safety  and  Marine  In- 

.  ,  ,  SURANCE  Co. 

preservation  of  the  subject-matter  of  insurance,  in  return 

for  which  the  insurer  promises  to  repay  him  the  charges 

thereby  incurred.    The  two  cases  of  The  Great  Indian  Pe- 

Mnsula  Railway  Company  v.  Saunders  {a)  and  Sooth  v, 

Gair(b)f  which  will  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  are 

''H>t  applicable  here.    The  Court  say,  in  both  these  cases, 

^at  as  there  was  no  peril  creating  a  risk  of  a  total  loss, 

'^tn  which  the  underwriter  was  saved  by  the  expenses 

■ncarred,  those  expenses  were  not  recoverable  under  the 

•'Jing  and  labouring  clause.     [The  Court  referred  to  Farn- 

^'^^^th  V.  Hyde  (c).]     Here,  if  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  done 

•«  they  did,  a  total  loss  would  have  been  incurred.     It  is 

Emitted  that  the  ship  was  rightly  condemned,  and  if  the 

goods  had  been  left  at  Rio  no  freight  whatever  could  have 

been  recovered  from  the  charterer;  thus  the  Defendants 

Would  have  become  liable  to  the  whole  5,000/.:  Shipton  v. 

T%amUm  (rf).   [  Wilks,  J.   Shipton  v.  Thornton  decides  that 

if  the  master  reships  the  goods  and  sends  them  on  at  less 

freight,  he  does  so  as  the  agent  of  the  shipowner,  and  not 

as  agent  of  the  goods  owner.]   It  decides  that  the  master  may 

teship  and  charge  full  freight.    In  De  Cuadra  v.  Swann{e), 

bH  the  authorities  on  this  point  are  collected.    There  this 

Court  support  the  view  contended  for;  they  say  that  where 

^^  is  a  constructive  total  loss,  and  the  cost  of  repairing 

^^»hip  would  exceed  her  value,  together  with  the  freight, 

^•*^  aster  is  justified  in  abandoning  the  voyage,  and  is 


^  bound  to  send  on  the  goods  in  another  bottom.    That 

|*J    ^B.    B.  4-  S.  41 ;  in  error,  2  B.  4-  5.  266. 
^^      ^  5  C.  B.,  N.  S.  291.  (f)  18  C.  B.,  N,  S.  835. 

C^  P     ^^A.  i  £.  314,  and  pp.  333,  334,  335;  336,  per  Lord  Denman, 

^^^      ^  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.  772. 
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1866.  is   what  might  have   been   done  here.     That  the  g^n^ 

KiDSTON  were  actually  sent  on  could  not  affect  the  case ;  the    coo- 

Empire  tract  being  between  the  insurer  and  assured,  the  OkpiB/n 

Marine  In-  doing  that  which  he  was  not  bound  to  do  could  not  aJtcf 

8URANCE  Co.  '^ 

the  relations  between  the  parties.     These  expenses  ha?icig 
been  incurred  to  avert  a  total  loss,  for  which  the  insQrer*^ 
would  have  been  liable,  are  therefore  recoverable  und^^ 
the  suing  and  labouring  clause. 

Thirdly.  Evidence  was  properly  introduced  to  show  th^  e 
distinction  between  the  terms  *'  particular  average"  ai^  ^ 
"  particular  charges."    The  expression  **  particular  averagi 
is  a  term  of  art,  which  the  Court  will  receive  evidence 
explain;   Clayton  v.  Gregson{a);    Gorrissen  v.  Perrin(J^^; 
Taylor  on  Evidence y  \%  1060,  1062,  1063  ;  as  such  ith«w 
a  well-known  and  recognized  meaning.     The  etymolog^3rj 
history  and    application  of  the   term   are  referred  to    ^^ 
length  by  Mr.  Maclachlan,  in   a  note  to  his  edition    ^^ 
Arnould  on  Insurance,  p.  739.     The  jury  having  found  tb^^^ 
the  charges   incurred    in    this   case   are   not  "  particu^^^ 
average,"  they  do  not  fall  within  the  warranty,  and   tJ^^ 
Plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  succeed. 

Mellish  and  Cohen  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  Pl^'^ 
tiffs'  first  contention  was,  that  there  had  been  a  total  \C^^^ 
with  benefit  of  salvage,  but  this  claim  has  not   been       ^T 
treated  by  them  hitherto;  and  if  it  had  been,  the  Defe*^ 


ants  would,  on  paying  them  the  2,467Z.  1  \s>  lOd.,  have 
entitled  to  receive  the  5,000Z.  paid.     Now,  although 
was  a  total  loss  of  the  sidpy  it  does  not  follow,  of  necessi 
that  there  must  be  a  total  loss  of  freight.    There  can*"^ 
be  such  a  loss  if  means  exist  of  sending  on  the  goods, 
the  expense  of  so  doing  is  not  in  excess  of  their  vaJ  *' 
at  the  port  of  distress.     Here  was  neither  an  actual  Xxy^^ 
loss  nor  a  constructive  total  loss  of  freight.     The  or"* 

(a)  5  ^.  4-  E.  302.  (6)  2  C.  B.,  N.  5.  681, 
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difference  between  the  two  kinds  oF  loss  is,  that  one  re-        1866. 
quires  notice  of  abandonment  and  the  other  does  not,  and      kidstoh 
here  do  notice  of  abandonment  was  given.     But  a  con-  •• 

8tracti?e  loss  is  as  much  a  total  loss  as  if  the  subject-  Marine  Im- 
matter  went  to  the  bottom :  Adams  v.  M^Kenzie  (a) ; 
JUass  V.  Smith  (i) ;  Michael  v.  GUlespy  (c) ;  Philpott  v. 
Sto€gnn\{p).  That  which  took  place  after  the  sale  of  the 
ship  can  have  no  effect  in  deciding  the  case  one  way  or  the 
other  ;  the  question  is,  whether,  when  the  ship  was  sold  at 
the  port  of  distress,  the  goods  were  in  such  circumstances  as 
that  a  prudent  uninsured  owner  would  have  carried  them 
^**  2  jRhillips  on  Insurance^  §  1632.  It  is  said  if  the 
goods  had  been  left  at  Rio  there  would  have  been  a  total 
*08s,  but  that  as  they  were  sent  on  for  the  benefit  of  the 
underwriters  they  were  thereby  rendered  liable  for  the 
treigVit  of  the  substituted  ship.  This  contention  would  be 
good,  if  it  were  true  that  in  such  a  case  there  would  have 
*^^^ii  total  loss ;  but  here  there  could  be  no  total  loss  of 
J^^^htf  for  there  was  no  total  loss  of  goods.  Charter 
*^ight  may  be  earned  whether  the  goods  are  carried  on 
^^  tile  same  ship  or  not :  Shipton  v.  Thornton  (e),  "  It  is 
^'^  implied  condition  of  the  policy  that  the  ship  named 
therein  should  not,  after  the  commencement  of  the  risk,  be 
^hariged  without  necessity  or  the  consent  of  the  under- 
^"^t^rs;  for  any  unnecessary  or  unsanctioned  change  of 
^^  ship  produces  an  alteration  in  the  risk  underwitten,  and, 

^her^efore,  exempts  them  from  liability If,  however, 

^^  underwriters  consent  to  the  change  of  ship,  or  if  in 
^^^rse  of  the  voyage  the  ship  is  so  disabled  as  to  be  inca*- 
P^^le,  by  any  means  at  the  master's  disposal,  of  being  re- 
P^^red  at  all,  or  in  time  to  take  on  the  cargo,  the  master,  as 
^S^nt  for  all  concerned,  may  procure  another  ship,  in  which 
^o  forward  the  cargo  to  its  port  of  destination ;  and  in  such 

(«)  32  L.  J.,  C.  P.  92,  94,  per  WiiUx,  J.        (d)  U  C.  B.,  N.  S.  270. 
(^)  9  C.  B.  94, 102, 103,  per  MauU,  J.  (e)  9  A.  J^  E.  314. 

C<-)  a  C.  B.,  N.  5.  G27. 


/ 
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1866.  case  the  change  of  ship  does  not  discharge  the  underwrit 

KiDSTON  ^^  goods,  freight,   or  profits  :"  Amauld  on  Insuraneef] 

^J'^  331,  332,  3rd  ed.  by  MaclachUm.    No  uninsured  ow 

Marinb  In.  would  have  hesitated  in  this  case  to  send  on  the  gcx 

•URAlfCBCOii 

for  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  was  always  a  jirotn 
of  freight.  The  judgment  of  Maule,  J.,  in  Mass  v.  Smith 
upon  the  question  of  what  is  a  total  loss,  is  applicable  be 
there  were  reasonable  means  of  sending  on  the  goods 
arriving  at  the  port  of  distress,  and  in  that  state  of  thi 
no  total  loss  could  be  incurred. 

The  Plaintiffs  claim,  secondly,  under  the  suing  and 
bouring  clause,  but  the  Defendants*  contention  is,  that, 
policy  being  free  from  particular  average,  nothing  can 
recovered  under  that  clause  which  is  in  the  nature  o 
partial  loss.  In  EmerigorCs  Traite  des  Assurances,  c. 
8.  7,  the  London  formula  of  the  suing  and  labouring  ck 
is  given,  and  the  words  are,  **  in  case  of  any  loss  or  n 
fortune*'  the  assured  shall  have  liberty  to  sue  and  labc 
but  it  is  apprehended  that  that  must  mean  actual  loss 
misfortune  for  which  the  underwriters  would  be  lial 
[  Willes,  J.  Is  there  such  a  thing  as  a  constructive  tc 
loss  of  freight?]  It  can  scarcely  be  said  that  there 
Nor  does  the  above  clause  apply  where  there  is  impend 
peril  merely,  and  the  suggestion  that  the  freight  was 
peril  is  not  true  in  fact.  The  loss  incurred  in  this  c 
was  ^partial  loss.  In  the  case  of  a  ship  which  hash 
repaired,  that  expense  would  be  such  a  loss;  in  a  cor 
sponding  expense,  with  regard  to  goods,  it  would  be  i 
same ;  and  why  should  it  not  be  so  in  the  case  of  freigl 
Was  this  outlay  anything  else  than  a  deduction  from  \ 
freight  ?  Where  a  loss  is  partial  it  can  be  recovered  un 
a  declaration  for  a  total  loss:  Benson  v.  Chcq}man 
And  such  a  loss  is  recoverable  under  the  suing  and  labc 
ing  clause. 

(a)  9  C.  B,  94,  102.  (b)  2  H,  L.  696. 
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Thirdly.   As  to  the  effect  of  usage  in  construing  tbe       1866. 
meaning  of  the  term  "  particular  average,"  the  evidence      Kidston 
was  improperly  received,  for  it  was  not  competent  to  the       empire 

Plaiotiffii  to  prove  a  construction  different  from  that  always  Marine  Ik- 

*^  •'        ■XIRAMCS  Co. 

hitherto  adopted  by  Courts  of  Law :  Hall  v.  Janson  (a) ; 
Meyer  v.  Dresser  (i).     Express  provisions  to  meet  a  case 
like  the  present  can  be  and,  in  point  of  fact,  oflen  are  in- 
serted in  policies  of  marine  insurance.     [£r/<?,  C.  J.     One 
eminent  average  adjuster  said  that  he  never  looked  at  the 
poMcies.]    Very  possibly  those  officers  do  not  understand 
the  real  meaning  of  the  suing  and  labouring  clause.     Par- 
ticular average,  they  say,  includes  only  particular  damage 
to  the  goods,  and  not  expenditure  in  preserving  them,  but 
^is  is  against  the  judicial  construction  of  Courts  of  Law, 
^th  at  home  and  abroad,  for  hundreds  of  years  past     la 
^r.  MaclachlarCs  work  there  is  much  discussion  as  to  tbe 
etymology  of  the  term,  but  none  as  to  the  law.    EmerigoiCs 
^^^/^  des  Assurances,  chap.  12,  s.  39,  gives  the  definition 
^^^ni  the  Ordonnance  de  la   Marine  in   these  terms  :— 
Les   d^penses   extraordinaires    pour   le    b&timent  seul 
^^  pour  les  marchandises  seulement,  et  le  dommage  qui 
*cur  arrive  en  particuHer,  sont  avaries  simples  et  parti- 
^^liires;'*  and  he  adds  that  the  average  is  called  "simple," 
^cause  the  expense  falls  simply  and  only  on  the  subject- 
^Mter  which  has  suffered  the  loss.    Benecke,  pp.  165, 166, 
edition  1824,  states  the  law  to  the  same  effect,  and  so 
^^^8  the  Code  de  Commerce^  book  ii.  tit  xi.  art.  403.     In 
^^  Great  Indian  Peninsula  Railway  Co,  v.  Saunders  (c), 
-^fecAittm,  J.,  at  p.  52,  adopts  thB  language  of  Phillips 
^  insurance  and  Arnould  on  Insurance,  also  supporting 
^®  view  now  contended  for.    The  learned  Judge  cites  also 
^  1767  of  the  work  of  the  former  author,  which  states  that 
^^  insurance  against  total  loss  only,  or  with  the  exception 
^^  particular  average,  are  equivalent  expressions.   The  term 

(o)  10  C.  B.,  N.  S.  616.  (b)  1  El,  i  Bl.  500. 

(c)  1  B.  4  5. 41. 
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1866.  particular  average  has  not,  therefore,  in  law,  the  meanit 

K1D8TON  sought  to  be  put  upon  it  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  eviden* 

Empire  ^^  usage  to  vary  its  true  legal  meaning  is  inadmissibli 

Marine  In-  and  it  IS  more  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  la 

■URANCE  Co«  ^  '^ 

to  adhere  to  the  rules  of  law  as  now  understood,  tb 
to  vary  them  by  importing  the  usage  and  practice  of  ok 
chants. 

Cur,  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered 

WiLLES,  J. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  freigl 
valued  at  2,000/.,  from  South  America  to  the  United  Kic 
dom.  The  vessel  procured  a  charter  from  the  Ckinc 
Islands  to  the  United  Kingdom,  loaded  a  cargo  of  guai 
there,  and  on  going  round  Cape  Horn  suffered  damage 
serious  that  she  had  to  put  into  Rio,  where  she  was  abfl 
doned,  and  it  must  be  taken,  for  the  purpose  of  this  cai 
was  totally  lost.  The  cargo,  however,  was  transshipp 
into  another  vessel  and  sent  home;  and  the  chartert 
freight,  or  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  chartered  freigt 
according  to  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  matt( 
which  exceeded  the  expense  of  transshipment  and  tl 
freight  from  Rio  to  Liverpool,  was  received  by  the  assure 
The  action  was  brought  by  the  assured  to  recover  tl 
expenses  of  transshipment  and  forwarding. 

At  the  trial,  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  wa 
i*anty  in  the  policy,  on  which  the  question  turned,  was  I 
reason  of  usage  inapplicable.  The  warranty  was  "fn 
from  particular  average,  also  from  jettison,  unless  tl 
ship  be  stranded,  sunk  or  burned  ;"  neither  of  which  ha 
pened. 

The  evidence  given  was  for  the  purpose  of  showing  tl 
the  charges  of  transshipping  and  forwarding  had  been  c< 
sidered  what  are  called,  technically,  "particular  charge 

(«)  El  It,  C.  J.,  Willcs,  Keating  aud  Montague  Stnitfi,  J  J. 
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gnd  not  particular  average,  so  as  to  be  within  the  warranty.  1866, 

The  verdict  passed  for  the  PlaintifTs;  affirming  the  existence  Kidston 

of  the  usage  at  the  time  when  the  policy  was  made,  subject  empire 

to  leave  reserved  to  the  Defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  ^^"'l.lj  i"" 

8URANCB  V/O* 

Terdict,  which  they  accordingly  did ;  and  that  rule  was  dis- 
cussed last  term  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  my  Brothers 
Keating,  Montague  Smith,  and  myself,  when  we  took  time 
to  consider.  At  the  sittings  after  Term  we  discharged  the 
role,  not  stating  our  reasons,  but  promising  to  do  so  this 
term,  and  that  promise  we  now  fulfil. 

Many  points  were  made  upon  the  argument  of  this  rule ; 
upon  one  of  which  only  is  it  necessary  to  pronounce  an 
opinion.  That  turned  upon  the  construction  of  the  suing 
and  labouring  clause  in  the  policy;  and  it  may  be  considered 
under  the  following  heads :  first,  whether  the  expenses  in- 
curred were  of  a  character  to  be  within  the  clause ;  secondly, 
whether  the  occasion  upon  which  they  were  incurred  was 
I  such  as  to  be  within  it;  thirdly,  whether,  if  it  was  such, 
^  application  of  the  clause  is  excluded  by  the  warranty 
against  particular  average. 

As  to  the  first  question,  it  was  hardly  disputed  that  the 
ttpenses  incurred  were  of  a  character  to  be  within  the 
clause.    Without  incurring  them  the  subject-matter  of  the 
insurance  never  would  have  had  any  complete  existence. 
They  were  incurred  in  order  to  earn  it;  and  they  repre- 
sented so  much  labour  beyond  and  besides  the  ordinary 
labour  of  the  voyage,  rendered  necessary  for  the  salvation 
of  the  subject-matter  of  insurance  by  reason  of  a  damage 
^d  loss  within  the  scope  of  the  policy,  the  immediate 
^ect  of  which  was,  that  the  subject-matter  insured  would 
«8o  be  lost,  or  rather  would  never  come  into  existence, 
^ess  such  labour  was  bestowed.    As  the  goods  lay  at 
-'^io,  no  part  of  the  charter-freight  had  accrued  due,  and 
^^  freight,  even  pro  rata  iiineris,  could  have  been  claimed 
^y  the  shipowner.    His  only  right  in  respect  of  the  char- 
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1866,  tered  freight  was  to  detain  the  goods  for  a  reasonable  time, 
KiDSTOM  ^^  order  to  send  them  on  in  another  vessel  to  their  destina- 
Em*'  tion,  and  then  claim  an  amount  equal  to  that  of  the  cbar* 

Marine  In-  tered  freight.     In  order  to  do  so  labour  must  be  used  aod 
expense  incurred.     It  can  make  no  difference  whether  the 
shipowner  happen  to  have  at  the  port  of  distress  a  vestA 
of  his  own  which  he  can  employ  in  this  service,  in  whid 
case  the  labour  of  forwarding  would  strictly  be  that  of     ' 
himself  or  his  servants,  or  whether  he  forwards  in  the  vessel 
of  another  shipowner,  paying  for  his  labour  and  that  of%hift 
servants.     Nor  can  it  make  any  difference,  in  the  applica- 
tion of  the  clause,  whether,  as  here,  the  goods  are  in  «^ 
port  of  large  resort,  or  where,  by  reason  of  the  rate  c>» 
freight,  a  forwarding  vessel  is  easily  procured,  or  wheth^QK 
the  vessel  becomes  a  wreck  in  an  out  of  the  way  placets 
and  by  unusual  enterprise  and  skill  the  master  is  enablc^^ 
to  communicate  with  a  vessel  either  of  his  owner  or 
some  other  person,  by  which  he  forwards  the  cargo  to  i 
destination.    The  amount  of  labour  is  different  in  degree  i 
the  two  cases,  but  in  each  it  is  a  consequence  of  a  peri^ 
insured  against;  it  is  incurred  in  preventing  the  destruction;^ 
or  nonentity  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance,  for  ^ 
which,  in  the  event  of  its  loss,  the  underwriters  must  be 
answerable ;    there  is  in  each  case  a  loss  or  misfortone 
threatening  the  safety  of  the   subject-matter  of  the  in- 
surance, and  by  the  operation  of  which,  unless  averted 
by  labour,  that  subject-matter  will  be  imperilled,  and  the 
underwriters  may  become  liable. 

As   to  the  second  head, — whether   the   occasion  upoo^ 
which  the  expenses  were  incurred  was  such  as  to  be  withi 
the  suing  and  labouring  clause, — this  depends  upon  the 
answer  to   the  question  so  thoroughly  discussed  in 
course  of  the  argument,  viz.,  whether  the  clause  ought 
be  limited  in  construction  to  a  case  where  the  assured 
abandons,  or  may  perchance  abandon,  so  that  the  expens>^ 
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1  is  not  only  in  respect  of  a  subject-matter  in  which       1866« 

lerwriters  are  interested,  but  upon  property  which,      Kidstom 

abandonment,  actually  becomes  or  may  become      Bnpm 

or  whether  it  extends  to  every  case  in  which  the   Marine  In- 
surance Co* 
of  insurance  is  exposed  to  loss  or  danger,  for  tlie 

lence  of  which  the  underwriters  would  be  answer- 

nd  in  warding  off  which  labour  is  expended.     In 

mer  construction  the  clause  is  itiapplicable  to  the 

;  case;  in  the  latter  it  is  applicable;  and  the  assured 

led  to  contribution. 

question  manifestly  depends  upon  the  construction 

language  of  the  clause ;  and,  quite  apart  from  the 
:  usage,  we  think  the  latter  is  the  true  construction. 
3rds  of  the  ordinary  suing  and  labouring  clause  (to 

in  this  policy,  is  superadded  an  express  provision  as 
odonment,  upon  which  we  need  only  say,  in  passing, 

does  not  alter  the  question  in  favour  of  the  under- 

0  are  used  in  the  same  form  as  must  have  been  in 
m  use  before  17H3,  when  Emerigon  published  his 
vork  on  insurance,  in  which,  amongst  various  forms 
dause  used  at  different  ports,  that  of  the  London  policy 
ised  is  given  (a)  The  words  are  quite  general,  and 
to  be  so  construed,  unless  some  good  reason  is  given 
straining  them, — that,  in  case  of  any  loss  or  mis- 
e,  it  shall  be  lawful  '^  to  sue,  labour  and  travel  for, 

1  about  the  defence^  safeguard  and  recovery  of  the 
t-matter,"  "  without  prejudice  to  this  insurance"  (not 
onment,  as  in   the  French   Ordonnance  hereinafter 

''  the  charges  whereof  the  said  company  will  bear," 
*oportion  to  the  sum  hereby  insured"  (not  the  amount 

as  in  the  French  Ordonnance).  Up  to  this  point 
is  not  a  word  about  abandonment,  and  this  is  the 

of  the  usual  clause.  The  meaning  is  obvious,  that 
occasion  should  occur  in  which,  by  reason  of  a  peril 
:d  against,  unusual  labour  or  expense  is  rendered  ne- 

(a)  Emerigorif  by  Boulay-Faty^  vol  ii.  p.  239. 
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1866.       cessary  to  prevent  a  loss  for  which  the  underwriters  woi 
K1D8TON      be  answerable^  and  such  labour  or  expense  is  incurred 
Empire       cordingly,  the  underwriters  will  contribute  thereto,  not 

Marine  Ik-    pQ^^  q{  ij^q  gy^  insured  in  cas^  of  loss  or  damaore.  becans 
suranceCo.    *^  . 

may  be  that  a  loss  or  damage  for  which  they  would  be  lia 

is  averted  by  the  labour  bestowed,  hut  as  a  contribut 

on  their  part,  as  persons  who  have  avoided  detriment 

the  result,  in  proportion  to  what  they  would  have  had 

pay  if  such  detriment  had  come  to  a  head  for  want 

timely  care.    Take,  for  instance,  the  case  of  a  policy 

goods  warranted  free  of  average  under  5  per  cent,  and 

goods  are  wetted  in  a  storm,  which  drives  the  ship  int 

port  of  distress,  where,  by  drying  at  an  expense  less  tl 

5  per  cent.,  the  goods  might  be  saved,  or  only  damaged  an 

5  per  cent.,  whilst  if  not  dried  they  would  decay  and 

come  damaged  over  5  per  cent.,  though  existing  in  spei 

so  that  freight  would  be  payable.     In  this  case  there  is 

abandonment,  and  may  be  no  prospect  of  one,  and  yeti 

the  duty  of  the  master  to  use  all  reasonable  means  to  prese 

the  goods,  and  obviously  for  the  interest  of  the  underwrit 

to  encourage  him  in  the  performance  of  that  duty  by  0 

tributing  to  the  expense  incurred.    Not  only  the  general 

of  the  words,  but  also  the  subject-matter  to  which  tl 

relate,  therefore,  point  to  the  application  of  the  clause  to 

cases  in  which  the  underwriter  is  saved  from  liability 

loss,  whether  partial  or  total,  and  whether  an  abandonmi 

does  or  may  possibly  take  place  or  not. 

There  remains  to  be  considered,  thirdly,  whether  the  i 

plication  of  the  suing  and  labouring  clause  is  excluded 

this  particular  case   by  the   warranty   against    particu 

average, "  warranted  free  from  particular  average,  also  fr 

jettison,  unless  the  ship  be  stranded,  sunk  or  burnt;"  a 

this    depends  upon   whether   the   expression    "  parties 

average"  in  this  context,  and  construed,  according  to 

golden  rule,  by  what  goes  before  and  what  follows  in 

policy,  includes  expenses  which  fall  within  the  suing  1 
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labouring  clause^  so  that  in  effect  the  suing  and  labouring 
clause  is  expunged  by  the  warranty. 

This  is  a  question^  the  answer  to  which  involves  most 
important  consequences,  be;pause  if  the  warranty  against 
particular  average^  or,  to  use  a  more  accurate  expression 
with  the  same  meaning,  the  insurance  against  total  loss,  only 
excludes  the  operation  of  the  suing  and  labouring  clause, 
eFen  where  an  impending  total  loss  is  averted  by  extraor- 
dinary  exertion  and  expend,  it  must  be  because  the  word 
"average"  has  some  fixed  and  definite  meaning,  so  rigid 
and  inelastic  that  it  cannot  be  modified  or  limited  so  as  to 
Apply  to  loss  of  or  damage  to  the  thing  Insured  (the  sense 
iQ  which  it  has  been  hitherto  understood  by  average 
staters),  but  that  it  must  needs  also  include  contribution 
to  any  labour  incurred  in  the  defence  and  safeguard  of  the 
^iog  insured ;  so  that  even  an  express  clause  left  standing 
Ui  the  policy  with  reference  to  such  labour  (the  suing  and 
labouring  clause)  must  be  rejected  as  inconsistent  with  the 
^ftrranty.  If  that  be  so  it  must  equally  be  true  of  all  me- 
n^orandum  goods  which  are  warranted  free  from  average 
Qnder  a  certain  percentage,  and  the  operation  of  this  would 
^  80  general,  if  not  universal,  that  the  suing  and  labouring 
^*^use  would  be  confined  to  the  cases  excepted  in  the  me- 
morandum alone.  Two  results  would  follow :  both  novel 
• 

m  practice,  and  one  at  least  very  remarkable.  The  first 
^oiild  be  unfavourable  to  the  underwriters  in  a  novel  way, 
^^^cause  the  memorandum  was  framed  to  protect  the  under- 
^I'iters  from  frivolous  demands  in  respect  of  small  losses 
^hich  are  most  Ukely  to  have  arisen  from  natural  deterio- 
ration or  wear  and  tear.  The  exception  of  stranding  tends 
^  show  that  this  was  the  scope  of  the  memorandum,  for  it 
'^  the  exception  of  such  a  loss  as  makes  it  probable  that  the 
^^terioration  of  the  goods,  though  under  the  given  per- 
^ntage,  was  nevertheless  not  to  be  attributed  to  the  perish- 
able nature  of  the  goods  themselves.  Accordingly  the  rule 
^^  been  to  pay  for  damage  to  memorandum  articles  only 
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1866.       where  it  exceeded  the  specified  percentage,  and  not  ^ 

KiDSTON      allow  this  percentage  to  be  eked  out  by  expenses  falk^^^ 
Empire       within  the  suing  and  labouring  clause.    Thus  in  the  (^*^^ 
already  put  of  goods  wetted  ]py  a  storm,  the  amount      ^f 
expenses  reasonably  incurred  in  preserving  the  good^    j^ 
according  to  the  present  practice,  contributed  to  under  the 
suing  and  labouring  clause,  however  small  in  the  result  be 
the  loss  or  damage  to  the  goods;  whilst  loss  or  damage  oftbe 
goods  is  paid  if  it  amount  to  th^  stipulated  percentage,  b^^ 
not  otherwise.    And  the  amount  of  expense  is  not  add^^ 
in  order  to  make  up  that  percentage.    Thus  if  the 
percentage  be  6  per  cent,  and  the  expenses  amount 
2.  per  cent.,  and  the  loss  or  damage  3  per  cent,  only  tl 
expenses  are  paid  and  not  the  average.     But,  if  we  bo^^^ 
that  the  warranty  excludes  the  application  of  the  suing  ai^^^ 
labouring  clause,  the  whole  must  be  paid,  and  the  unde  ^     ^^ 
writers  will  be  exposed  to  the  very  inconvenience  wUc 
the  memorandum  has  been  supposed  to  obviate. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  if  the  expenses  should  be  less 
the  percentage,  and  a  loss  is  thereby  prevented  altogi 
ther  or  reduced  to  an  extent  less  than  the  percentage,  as 
in  the  case  put  the  expenses  were  3  per  cent  and 
damage  only  1  per  cent.,  according  to  the  present  practii 
the  underwriters  would  pay  the  expenses ;  but,  if  we  deci« 
for  the  present  Defendants,  the  underwriters,  though  sav« 
from  loss,  would  be  altogether  exempt  from  contribution..^ 

In  our  view,  however,  we  are  not  compelled  to  adopt 
inconvenient   and    unpractical   a  conclusion.    The   wo*-' 
''  average,"   far  from  being  a  term  of  art  (except  in 
far  as  according  to  the  evidence  usage  may  have  limit 
its  meaning  to  loss  or  damage  to  the  goods  themselves 
or  a  word  with  a  rigid  or  unchanging  signification,  m 
sarily  including  expenses  in  the  defence  or  safeguard  of  tJ^^ 
subject-matter  insured,  is  a  word  used  in  a  great  variety     ^^^ 
phrases  as  applicable  to  different  subjects-matter,  and  tM^^^ 
with  any  fixed  or  settled  application.    It  would  be  tedic>v^ 
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to  go  through  the  various  uses  to  which  it  is  applied,  and       1866 
we  need  do  no  more  than  refer  to  the  instances  cited  in      Kxd8t< 
argument,  and  more  especially  to  the  very  learned  note  of      empib 
Mr.  MacIacUan  in  Amould  on  Insurance  {a).     Amongst   JJj^^JJJ.^ 
tbe  yarious  uses  to  which  the  word  has  been  applied,  no 
doobt  that  of  small  "  expenses"  is  one,  as  in  the  usual 
clause  in  a  charter-party.    So  in  the  case  of  insurance  itself 
expenses  must  be  often  taken  into  account  in  determining 
whether  there  has  been  a  loss  or  not,  but  only  because  a 
thing  is  **  lost"  in  insurance  law,  which  cannot  be  got  back 
except  by  an  expense  equal  to  its  value  when  recovered. 

Tbe  question  here,  however,  is  not  as  to  the  extension  of 
which  the  term  **  average"  is  capable,  but  of  the  sense  in 
which  it  ought  to  be  understood  in  the  particular  context 
with  which  it  is  to  be  reconciled,  and  if  possible  read  so  as 
that  effect  may  be  given  to  every  provision  in  the  instru- 
ment. Nor  18  it  to  be  forgotten  that  the  suing  and  labour- 
ing dause,  which,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  especially 
pnmdes  for  this  case,  has  been  allowed  to  remain  a  part  of 
the  pdicy,  and  that  a  special  provision  as  to  a  particular 
nbjeci- matter  is  to  be  preferred  to  general  language  which 
B^thave  governed  in  the  absence  of  such  special  provi- 
sion. "  Generalia  specialibus  non  derogant."  "  Specialia 
poeralibus  derogant." 

In  our  opinion,  quite  apart  from  usage,  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  policy,  as  reconciling  and  giving  effect  to  all  its 
Pforisions,  is,  that  the  warranty  against  particular  average 
A^es  no  more  than  limit  the  insurance  to  total  loss  of  the 
''^ht  by  tbe  perils  insured  against,  without  reference  to 
^^traordmary  labour  or  expense  which  may  be  incurred  by 
^  assured  in  preserving  the  freight  from  loss,  or  rather 
from  never  becoming  due  by  reason  of  the  operation  of 
poils  insured  against ;  and  that  the  latter  expenses  are  spe- 
cially provided  for  by  the  suing  and  labouring  clause,  and 
may  be  recovered  thereunder. 

(a)  3rd  ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  739. 
Il2 
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1866.  Much  reliance  was  placed  for  tlie  Defendants  upon  two 

KiDSTOM  recent  decisions,  which  are  said  to  have  determined  that 

Empire  there  could  be  no  liability  under  the  suing  and  labouring 

Marine  In.  clause  where  there  was  none  under  the  policy  :   The  Great 

SURANCE  Co.       y        ,  -r^       .  ru  ^  i^^ 

Indian  Peninsula  Railway  Company  v.  Saunders  {a),  and 
Sooth  V.  Gair  (h) ;  the  first  of  which  cases  was  decided  be- 
fore and  the  other  after  the  date  of  the  present  policy. 

Before  these  decisions  the  liability  of  the  underwriters^ 
appears  to  have  been  universally  admitted  and  acted  upon^ 
even  in  the  cases  where  the  expenses  were  incurred  to  for — 
ward  goods  existing  in  specie  at  the  port  of  distress,  anc — 
warranted  free  from  particular  average,  so  that  no  liabilit^^ 

could  accrue  to  the  underwriters  by  their  not  being  foi 

warded. 

Probably  the  underwriters,  up  to  the  time  of  the  fi 
of  these  decisions,  thought  it  so  important  to  encourage 
honest  efforts  to  preserve  and  forward  the  cargo,  o 
otherwise  to  preserve  the  subject-matter  of  insurance,  tha^ 
they  preferred  paying  in  all  unsuspicious  cases  withoo 
nice  inquiries  as  to  whether  the  expenses  had  in  the  par-- 
ticular  instance  averted  liability.  In  so  doing  they  oo 
only  acted  with  liberality,  but  no  doubt  also  best  studi 
their  own  interests ;  and,  whilst  they  calculated  the  premiun^- 
so  as  to  include  a  remuneration  for  the  extra  liability  whicts 
they  were  satisfied  to  bear,  they,  probably,  at  the  same 
time  found  that  the  encouragement  to  fair  dealing  thereby 
afforded  was  their  best  security  against  the  more  serious 
losses  that  might  arise  from  neglect  of  precautions  of  which 
the  expense  was  to  be  thrown  upon  the  assured. 

This  practice,  however,  could  not  prevail  to  alter  or  en- 
large the  application  of  the  suing  and  labouring  clause, 
because  though  usage  may  impose  a  meaning  upon  a  word, 
such  as  **  average,"  it  cannot  alter  the  rules  of  construction ; 

(a)  1  B.  4-  5.  41  ;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  218;  in  error,  2  B.  4^  5.  266; 
31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  206. 

(6)  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  291 ;  33  I.  J.,  C.  P.  99. 
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and,in  the  cases  referred  to, the  decision^  and  the  sole  decision,  1 866, 

was,  that  freight  and  other  expenses  of  forwarding  from  a  Kidbton 

port  of  distress  to  the  port  of  destination  goods  warranted  empire 

free  of  particular  average,  under  circumstances  in  which  the  Marine  In- 

,       ■^.  °  suranceCo. 

underwriters  could  not  have  been  liable  if  the  expenses  were 

not  incurred,  was  not  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 

Ae  euingand  labouring  clause,  which,  in  the  context  of  a 

policy  of  insurance,  could  only  extend  to  suing  and  labour- 

^^S  l>y  means  of  which  the  underwriters  might  obtain  a 

benefit 

In  the  Great  Indian  Peninsular  Railway  Company  v. 

^^unders  (a\  the  goods  were  iron  rails  for  Bombay,  shipped 

^  be  paid  for,  lost  or  not  lost.     They  were  insured  with  a 

^^^rranty   "free   of  particular    average,  unless    the   ship 

^^^s  stranded,  sunk  or  burnt."     The  vessel  on  her  way  put 

"^to  Plymouth,  where  she  was  a  total  loss,  but  she  was  not 

**  stranded,  sunk  or  burnt."    The*  rails  were  saved  and  sent 

on  by  other  vessels,  and  for  the  freight  paid  on  such  for- 

'^'a.rding,  the  underwriters  were  held  not  to  be  liable ;  and 

-BfacJJum,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 

^^rcfully  abstained  from  deciding  the  question  now  before 

^»>  for  he  said  (J),  "  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 

^n  underwriter  on  a  policy  against  total  loss  only  is  under  this 

clause  liable  for  expenses  incurred  by  the  assured  for  the 

Purpose  of  rescuing  the  subject-matter  of  an  insurance  from 

^  state  of  peril,  which  might  have  resulted  in  a  total  loss 

"^t  did  not.     There  are  reasons  both  for  and  against  this, 

stated  by  Mr.  Phillips  in  his  Treatise  on  Insurance  (c),  and 

the  question  seems  never  to  have  been  actually  decided. 

But  in  the  present  case  it  does  not  arise.  The  expenses  here 

^ere  incurred  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  the  subject- 

'natter  of  insurance  to  its  destination,  at  a  time  when  the 

(«)  1  B.  4  S.  41 ;  30  L.  X,  Q.  B.  218;  in  error,  2   B.  ^  S.  266; 
^^  ^-  Jf  Q.  B.  206. 
(*)  1  B.  if  S.  53;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  222. 
(0  3rd  ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  461,  a.  1777. 
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1866»  iron  was  not'  in  any  peril  of  total  lo86|  either  actual  or  con* 
KxDtTON  structive.  Had  the  insured  chosen,  instead  of  paying  this 
Empirb      extra  freight,  to  sell  the  rails  in  England^  as  he  might  ha?e 

suRANCE  Co.  ^^^^  ^^  ^®  pleased,  he  could  have  made  no  claim  on  the 
underwriters,  for  it  would  not  hare  been  a  constmctiye  total 
loss  according  to  Rosetto  v.  Gurney{a\  unless  the  amount 
of  the  extra  freight  exceeded  the  value  of  the  goods  when 
forwarded,  which  is  not  the  case  here,  and  an  actual  total 
loss  is  out  of  the  question."  That  judgment  was  aBBrmed  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  Erle^  C.  J.,  in  like  manner, 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said  (6),  "  The  ex- 
penses that  can  be  recovered  under  the  suing,  labouring  and 
travelling  clause  are  expenses  incurred  to  prevent  impend-  — gj 
ing  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.  Now  here  the  ^ma 
goods  were  given  up  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  perfect  safety,  and  M:^^ 
the  question  is,  were  those  expenses  incurred  to  prevent  a  «j^  a 
total  loss  ?  Had  the  owtiers  a  right,  when  the  goods  were 
given  into  their  possession,  to  turn  the  transaction  into  a 
total  loss  ?  Certainly  not ;  for  they  had  their  goods  in  specie* 
and  consequently  that  825Z.  1  Is.  Id.  had  no  reference  to 
suing,  labouring  and  travelling  to  prevent  such  loss." 

That  case  was  followed  by  Booth  v.  Gair{c),  in  which 
bacon  was  insured,  upon  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  New 
York,  **  free  from  average,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  were 
Bti*anded,  sunk  or  burnt"  The  vessel  on  her  way,  by  perils 
of  the  sea,  but  without  being  stranded,  sunk  or  burnt,  be- 
came disabled  and  put  into  Bermuda,  where  she  was  con- 
structively totally  lost.  The  bacon  was  landed  in  specie, 
and  was  not  totally  lost,  constructively  or  otherwise.  No 
expenses  appeared  to  have  been  incurred  in  saving  the 
goods  from  a  total  loss,  which  was  negatived,  but  certain 
expenses  were  incurred  in  the  way  of  extra  freight,  trans- 
shipment, warehousing,  surveying  and  cooperage,  all  of 
which  were  treated  as  expenses  of  forwarding  the  goods.    1 1 

(a)  11  C.  B.  176.  (6)  2  B.  4-  S.  266,  273. 

(f)  15  C.  B.,  N.  5.  291;  33  X.  J.,  C.  P.  99. 
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was  further  proved  that  it  was  the  practice  of  underwriters  1866L 

on  goods  to  pay  such  expenses  under  like  circumstances  Kidston 

under  the  name  of  particular  charges.    The  judgment  was  empire 

for  the  underwriters  upon  the  ground  stated  by  Erie.  C.  J.,  Marine  In- 

^  ^  .  .        80RANCB  Co. 

^^iz. :  that ''  What  the  master  did  was  in  discharge  of  his 

duty  in  ordinary  course ;  and  there  was  no  peril  creating  a 

risk  of  a  total  loss  from  which  the  underwriter  was  saved 

by  the  expenses  in  question.    There  were  no  other  perils 

than  such  as  are  always  attendant  on  transit  of  goods  by  the 

voyage  in  question."     No  notice  appears  to  have  been 

token  of  the  practice  of  underwriters,  probably  for  the 

''^ason  ahready  mentioned,  that  although  usage  might  give 

to  the  words  average,  or  "  particular  average"  or  "  average 

^^ess  general,"  a  conventional  meaning  so  as  to  make  it 

include  partial  loss  or  damage  of  the  subject-matter  only, 

^lid  not  what  are  known  as  ''  particular  charges,"  which  fall 

within  the  suing  and  labouring  clause ;  yet  such  usage  couU 

not  control  the  construction  of  the  policy  by  which  that 

^iise  must  be  limited  in  application  to  cases  in  which 

^be  underwriters  might  incur  a  liability,  and   therefore 

''^"ght  derive    a    benefit   from    the   extraordinary  exer- 

^i)*    That  is  the  circumstance  which  distinguishes  these 

^^«C8  from  the  present,  and   the  usage  of  underwriters 

already  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Court  in  Booth  v, 

^^(a)  could  not  affect  the  decision  in  that  case.     These 

^^sions,  therefore,  are  inapplicable  to  the  present  case, 

^d  when  examined  prove  to  be  anything  but  authority 

^^^  the  Defendants. 

I^assages  from  Emerigon  were  cited  by  the  Defend- 
ants' counsel  and  much  relied  upon,  in  which  a  contrary 
opinion  is  supposed  to  have  been  expressed  to  that 
^Pon  which  we  found  our  judgment.  In  chapter  12, 
^*  41,  vol.  1,  page  600,  Boulay-Paty's  edition,  treating 
^^  general  and  particular  average,  as  between  the  owner 
^'  ship's  freight  and   goods,   he  says,  '^  Les  frais  faits 

(a)  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  291 ;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  09. 
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pour  sauver  la  marchandise  »ont  avaries  simples  pour       •^ 
compte  des  proprietaires."     He  is  not  there  giving  an  o 
nion  upon  the  construction  of  the  policy.     He  refers,  ho 
ever,  to  the  17th  chapter,  sect.  7,  for  a  discussion  oft 
question  of  liability  as  between  the  insurers  and  the 
either  with  or  without  a  suing  and  labouring  clause,  and 
that  which  is  the  part  of  the  work  applicable  to  the  prese^-i 
subject  he  throughout  treats  the   question  as  dependi 
upon  the  very  words  of  the  suing  and  labouring  clause. 

Nothing  can  make  this  more  clear  than  the  reference 
his  treatment  of  the  question,  "  Si  les  frais  de  sauveta^ 
exc^dent  la  valeur  des  effets  sauv6s — cet  exc6dant  est-il  i, 
charge  des  assureurs  ?"     To  which  he  answers :  "  Sui 
les  clauses  inser^es  dans  les  formules  de  diverses  places 
commerce,  les  assureurs,  independamment  des  sommes 
eux  assur^es,  sont  tenus  de  payer  Texcedant  des  frais 
sauvetage,"  vol.  2,  par.  238.     He  then  sets  out  the  foi 
of  the  suing  and  labouring  clauses  used  in  Antwerp, 
Nantes  and  Bordeaux,  and  he  refers  to  a  similar  on( 
be  found  in  Loccenius,  981,  by  which  the  underwri 
undertake  for  expenses  incurred  in  the  safeguard  of 
goods,   even   though   no   benefit  should    follow,   and 
remarks  thereupon,  *'  Par  ces  formules  les  pouvoirs  les  j>1^8 
libres  sont  donn6s  k  Tassur^  et  h  ses  representans,  aficB    ^e 
les  inviter  a  travailler  au  sauvetage  sans  6tre  arrfit^s  pa.^    '* 
crainte  d'en  supporter  eux-m6raes  les  frais,  mais  les  assure^J^^ 
en   souscrivant  pareils   pactes  contractent   a  Faveugle     ^^^ 
engagement  dont  les  cons6q»ences  sont  indefinies."  He  tt»^^ 
gives  the  London  form  of  suing  and  labouring  clause    ^s 
then  and  still  used ;  and  he  proceeds  to  say  that  the  3f^^' 
seilles  policy  (with  which  he  was  so  familiar)  contain*" 
nothing  of  the  sort,  and  that  an  express  authority  to  ^^® 
and  labour  was  necessary  in  order  to  charge  the  Marsei*^ 
underwriters  with  the  expenses. 

This  view,  so  far  as  it  bears  upon  the  present  argum^^^ 
is  in   accordance   with  the  view  of  the  London  aver»£^ 


t 
g 


la 

nt 
e 
r 

e 


to 

rs 

e 

lie 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  457 

Qtatersy  and  favours  a  distinction  between  loss  and  damage        1866. 
to  the  thing  assured  and  expenses  incurred  in  its  protection      kidston 
and  a  separate  provision  for  the  latter.  Empire 

In  fact  the  key  to  the  French  authorities  is  to  be  found  in    Marine  In- 
surance Co. 
the  positive  law  of  France  upon  the  subject,  by  which,  in 

the  absence  of  express  contract,  contribution  on  the  part  of 
the  underwriters  was  enforced  in  the  cases  of  the  greater 
perils  of  shipwrecks  or  stranding,  and  then  only  to  the 
value  of  the  property  saved  for  the  underwriters.    Thus  by 
the  Ordonnance  de  la  Marine  of  1681  (a) : — "  En  cas  de 
naufrage  ou  6chouement  Tassure  pourratravailler  au  recou- 
vrement  des  efTets  naufrag^s,  sans  prejudice  du  delaisse- 
ment  qu*il  pourra  faire  en  temps  et  lieu  et  du  rembourse- 
ment  de  ses  frais  dont  il  sera  cru  sur  son  affirmation  jusqu'^ 
concurrence  de  la  valeur rf^5  ^fff'^s  recouvres^  This  is  followed 
closely,  though  not  exactly,  by  the  Code  de  Commerce,  art, 
382,  with  the  difference  that  the  latter,  by  using  the  word 
"doit"  instead  of  "  pourra"  makes  such  exertion  the  duty 
and  not  merely  the  privilege  of  the  assured.     Read  by  the 
light  of  the  text  of  the  ordonnance  the  views  of  JEmerigon, 
so  far  from  being  opposed  to  are  in  favour  of  the  construc- 
tion which  we  adopt. 

Hitherto  we  have  only  adverted  in  passing  to  the  evi- 
dence and  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  the  understood 
meaning  in  the  business  of  marine  insurance  of  the  phrase 
*' particular  average."  If  necessary  we  should  have  been 
prepared  to  hold  that  the  evidence  established  such  an 
understood  meaning  according  to  which  "particular  ave- 
rage" does  not  include  "  particular  charges,"  and  to  act 
upon  such  a  usage  as  equally  sound  with  the  express  part 
of  the  contract. 

It  is  needless,  however,  to  enlarge  upon  this  part  of  the 
case,  because  upon  the  facts  proved  and  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  policy  itself  we  have,  for  the  reasons  already 

(d)  Liv.  iii.,  tit.  6,  art.  45. 
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given^  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  a  danger  of  a 
total  loss  of  the  freight  by  reason  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  by 
perils  insured  against;  that  tbe  measures  taken  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  avert  that  loss  and  the  expense  incurred  therein 
were  taken  and  incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  underwriters 
in  averting  a  loss  for  which  they  would  have  been  liable, 
and  so  that  they  were  within  the  suing  and  labouring 
clause  and  that  the  underwriters  are  liable  to  contribu 
thereto.  It  is  satisfactory,  however,  to  think  that^  in  arrivin 
at  this  conclusion  upon  the  meaning  of  the  contract  int 
which  the  Defendants  have  entered,  we  are  deciding  also  i 
accordance  with  the  approved  usage  of  commerce. 

The  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs  was  therefore  right,  and 
rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  Defendant  is  discharged. 


Rule  discharged. 
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Stanhope,  App.,  Thorsby,  Resp.  jpru  27. 


!• 


^■»  the  caae  of  an  appeal  from  justices  to  a  superior  court  under  stat  20  Appeal  from 
&  21   Hat,  c.  43,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  recognizance  required  of  Juiticet  under 
^he  Appellant  by  sect  S  should  be  entered  into  at  the  time  of  making  ttaiute  20  ^  21 
application  for  a  case;  it  is  sufficient  if  such  recognizance  is  entered   yict,  c,  48,  t,  & 
mnto  before  the  case  is  delivered  to  the  Appellant.  Recognizance 

^•^       -A.  n  order  of  quarter  sessions  made  under  an  order  of  the  Privy  Council,  under  tame. 
l>y  virtue  of  stat.  11  &  12  FicL  e,  107,  «.  4,  prohibited  the  removal  of  Siai.  11  4*  12 
certain  cattle,  but  excepted  fat  cattle  for   slaughter,  which   it   was   Fict.c,  107,  t,^, 
provided  might  be  removed  with  the  licence  of  a  justice,  who  was  Cattle  plague. 
required  to  state  in  the  licence  that  he  had  been  satisfied  by  the  Ideence  qfjut' 
evidence  of  an  inspector  or  otherwise  that  no  case  of  cattle  plague  tieet  toremo9€ 
liad  occurred  within  one  mile  from  the  premises  from  which  the  removal  cattle. 
was  to  take  place,  &c.    Upon  an  information  at  petty  sessions  for  re*   Evidenee* 
moving  fat  cattle  without  a  licence  in  violation  of  the  above  ordet 
of  the  quarter  sessions,  the  justices  held  that  a  licence  which  had  been 
io  fact  obtained  was  void,  upon  the  ground  that  matter  ought  to  have 
been  proved  before  the  licensing  justice  which  was  not  proved,  at  the 
same  time  finding  that  there  was  no  fraud,  and  convicted  the  Defend- 
ant : — Held,  that  the  sessions  had  no  authority  to  inquire  into  the  evi- 
dence before  the  licensing  justice,  and  that  the  conviction  must  be 
quashed. 

TlHIS  was  a  case  stated  by  two  justices  under  stat  20 
^-L     &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

At  a  Petty  Sessions  held  at  Hamcastle  in  the  parts  of 
^^indsey,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  on  March  Srd^  1866,  an 
^  ^formation  was  heard^  preferred  by  the  Respondent  against 
^he  Appellant 

The  information  charged,  '^  that  James  Banks  Stanhope, 
of  jRevesby,  in  the  said  parts,  esquire,  on  the  29th  January, 
1866,  at  Revcsby,  in  the  said  parts  of  Lindsey,  did  unlaw- 
fully remove  two  cows  and  sixteen  bullocks  from  a  certain 
place  within  the  parts  of  Lindsey,  to  wit,  Revesby  aforesaid, 
to  a  certain  other  place,  to  wit,  Tattershall,  also  within  the 
%aid  parts,  over  and  along  a  certain  public  highway  there 
(not  being  a  railroad),  such  cattle  not  being  then  and  there 
fat  cattle  removed  for  the  purpose  of  slaughter  with  the 
licence  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  said  parts  duly 
granted  under  the  authority  of  the  order  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, nor  cattle  removed  from  one  part  of  a  farm  to  any 
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1866.  other  part  of  the  same  farm  contiguous  thereto,  and  in  t 
Stanhope  occupation  of  the  same  person,  with  the  licence  of  aji 
rp  ^^'  tice  of  the  peace  for  the  said  parts,  contrary  to  a  certs: 

order  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  Quar 
Sessions  assembled  at  Lincoln  in  the  said  parts  on  the  li 
January,  1 866,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  ma 
and  provided,  whereby  he  hath  forfeited  a  sum  of  money  r 
exceeding  20Z.  for  the  said  offence." 

llie  Appellant  and  Respondent  appeared  at  the  heari 
by  their  attorneys,  and  the  order  of  Quarter  Sessions  m< 
tioned  in  the  information  was  put  in  evidence  and  admit! 
on  behalf  of  the  Appellant.  This  order  was  an  order  ma 
by  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  parts  of  Lindsey 
Quarter  Sessions  assembled,  being  "  the  local  authorit 
appointed  by  the  order  of  the  Privy  Council,  dated  t 
1 6th  day  oi  December,  1865,  under  stat.  1 1  &  12  Vide.  1( 
$.  4,  and  the  material  parts  of  such  order  of  sessions  w( 
as  follows : — 

"  The  justices  present  declare  that  with  a  view  to  previ 
the  spreading  of  the  said  disorder  (the  cattle  plague),  it  is  ( 
pedient  and  they  do  accordingly  declare  and  give  not 
as  follows;  that  is  to  say  : — 

"  First. — That,  between  the  19th  day  of  January  insb 
and  tlie  1st  day  of  March  next,  no  cow,  heifer,  bull,  bulloi 
ox,  calf,  sheep,  lamb,  goat  or  swine  shall  be  brought  ors< 
to  any  public  fair,  market  or  place  within  the  said  parts 
Lindsey  for  the  purpose  of  exhibition  or  sale. 

"  Thirdly. — That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  between  the  da 
aforesaid  to  remove  any  cow,  heifer,  bull,  bullock,  ox  or  c 
from  place  to  place  within  the  said  parts  of  Lindsey  ov 
along  or  across  any  highway  or  public  road  (not  bein^ 
railroad),  except  fat  cattle  for  the  purpose  of  slaught 
which  fat  cattle  may  be  removed  for  that  purpose  with  t 
licence  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  said  parts,  and  sh 
before  removal  be  marked  by  part  of  the  hair  being  cc 
spicuously  clipped  off  in  the  form  of  a  cross  from  one  oft 
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hind  quarters^  and  in  the  said  licence  the  justice  shall  state  1866. 
the  name  and  residence  of  ihe  seller,  that  he  has  been  satis-  stanhof* 
fied  by  the  evidence  of  an  inspector  or  otherwise  of  the 
healthiness  of  the  animal,  that  the  animal  has  been  in  the 
seller's  possession  thirty  days  at  least  immediately  pre- 
vious to  such  removal,  and  that  during  six  weeks  imme- 
diately preceding  such  removal  no  case  of  cattle  plague  has 
occurred  within  one  mile  from  the  premises  from  which  such 
removal  is  to  take  place,  and  that  the  licence  shall  be  in 
force  forty-eight  hours  from  its  date  and  issue  and  no 
longer;  and  also  except  any  other  cattle  which  may  be 
removed  from  one  part  of  a  farm  to  any  other  part  of  the 
same  farm  contiguous  thereto  and  in  the  occupation  of 
the  same  person  with  the  licence  of  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  said  parts. 

"  Lastly. — Notice  is  hereby  given  that  every  person 
oflfending  against  the  orders  and  regulations  hereinbefore 
contained  will  be  liable  to  forfeit  for  such  offence  a  sum  not 
«ceeding  20Z." 

Prom  the  evidence  adduced  it  appeared  that  the  Appel- 
l^nty  being  in  possession  of  a  quantity  of  fat  cattle,  sent 
^*^e  following  letter,  on  the  28th  January,  1866,  to  Moses 
-^^nhirstj  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  parts  of 
^i^dsey : — 

"  Revesby  Abbey ^'^ 
"  Sunday,  January  28th,  1866." 
"  Dear  Elmhirst,'' 
**  Mr.  Bell  has  become  rather  frightened  at  the  plague 
"^*ng  at  Mareham-le-fen  (two  miles  from  my  farm),  and  my 
■^^ding  beasts  being  pretty  fat  he  wishes  to  send  them  at 
^*ice  to  Tattershall  to  Great  Northern  Station,  to  be  sent  to 
"^ndon  to-day  and  sold  and  killed  to-morrow  morning. 

**  There  are  ten  short  horns  steers,  two  cows  and  seven 
^otch  steers. 

'*  Mr.  Bell  sends  a  note  to  the  Horncastle  inspector  to 
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1866.       give  a  warrant  of  their  health,  without  which  it  mast  be 

Stanhopb      understood  that  your  order  is  not  to  be  used. 

*^  I  alsp  want  a  certificate  for  the  removal  of  my  animals 

across  the  road  with  the  inspector's  permission. 

"  Yours  sincerely, 

"  J.  Banks  StanAopeS 
"  Moses  Elmhirst,  Esq." 

With  this  letter  was  inclosed  a  memorandum  from  Mr^- 
£ell  (Mr.  Stanhope's  steward),  from  which  the  following.- 
being  the  part  relating  to  the  animals  in  question,  is  aics 
extract : — 

"  Mem.  for  Moses  JElmhirst,  Esq. 

*'  List  of  beasts  belonging  to  James  Banks  Stanhopes 
Esq.,  intended  to  be  forwarded  by  railway  from  Tatter-^ 
shall  Station  to  Manchester. 

"  Ten  short-horned  bullocks  (5  white  and  5  roan). 

"  Two  short-horned  cows  (1  white  and  1  roan). 

"  Six  Scotch  bullocks  (4  dun  and  2  red). 

"  Geo.  BeU:' 

"  JRevesby,  28th  Jantuzrt/,  1866. 
**  I  certify  that  the  above-stated  beasts  are  all  healthjB 
so  far  as  I  know,  but  they  will  only  be  forwarded  by  th^ 
order  of  an  inspector,  which  is  applied  for. — O.  By 

Mr.  Elmhirstf  on  this  application,  granted  a  licence  in-^ 
the  form  settled  by  the  Quarter  Sessions  at  which  the    - 
above-mentioned  order  was  made,  and  supplied  under  the 
direction  of  a  Court  to  the  justices  for  the  parts  of  Lindsey^ 
of  which  licence  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

*'  Lincolnshire,  Lindsey. 
Licence  to  remove  cattle. 
**  I  hereby  permit  the  removal  of 

"  Two  cows,  short-horned,  1  roan,  1  white, 

,^  ^,  ,    ,,    ,     f  10  short-horned,  5  roan,  5  white, 

"  Sixteen  bullocks  i^c^i,  a  a        oj 

(  0  Scotch,  4  dun,  2  red, 

the  property  of  James  Banks  Stankope,  Esq.,  M.P.  of 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  463 

m 

Revesby,  to  London  or  Manchester^  to  be  removed  from       1866> 
Retoetby  to  London  or  Manchester  y\k  Tattershall  Station^     Stanhopb 
being  for  immediate  slaughter,  it  appearing  to  me  that  the     thorsbt. 
disease  has  not  appeared  within  one  mile  of  the  premises 
from  which  the  cattle  are  to  be  removed  within  six  weeks 
fi"<oiQ  this  date;  the  same  are  not  infected  by  the  disorder 
g^x3eral]y  designated  'the  cattle  plague/  and  have  been  thirty 
days  at  least  in  the  possession  of  the  applicant  for  this  licence. 
^^  This  licence  shall  remain  in  force  until  2.15  o'clock  in 
the   a.fternoon  of  Tuesday  next,  the  30th  day  of  January j 
1866. 

"  Oiven  under  my  hand  this  28th  day  o(  Janucary,  1856* 

"  Mas.  Elmhirstf 

**  A  justice  of  the  peace  acting  in  and 

for  the  parts  of  Lindsey*' 

Notes  at  the  back  of  the  licence. 

^*  "None  of  the  animals  named  within  may  be  removed 
*^^t.ween  an  hour  after  sunset  and  an  hour  before  sunrise. 

^'  The  holder  of  this  licence  must  produce  and  show  it  to 
^^y  person  requiring  him  so  to  do. 

^'  Within  two  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
^tiich  this  licence  is  granted  it  must  be  sent  (if  by  post 
l^^cpaid)  to  the  justice  of  the  peace  who  granted  it. 

''Animals  before  removal  to  be  marked  by  part  of  the 
"^^ir  being  conspicuously  clipped  off  in  the  form  of  a  cross 
*^f)m  one  of  the  hind  quarters.     Penalty  20/." 

A  certificate  of  the  inspector  that  Appellant's  cattle  were 
^^althy  having  been  obtained,  the  cattle  named  in  the 
^^forraation  were,  on  the  29th  day  oi  January y  1866,  re- 
^^^oved  under  this  licence  along  the  highway  from  Revesby 
^^^  Tattershall  railway  station,  en  route  for  Manchester, 
^^d  there  sold. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant,  that  the 
^^^ttle  were  proved  to  be  fat  cattle,  removed  under  the 
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1866.  authority  of  a  licence  duly  granted  in  compliance  with  the 
Stanhope  terms  of  the  order,  and  that  the  information  ought  there- 
Thorsby.  f^**^  ^^  ^®  dismissed.  On  the  part  of  the  Respondent  it 
was  contended  that  the  licence  granted  by  Mr.  Elmhmt 
was  invalid,  and  did  not  authorize  tlie  removal.  Mr. 
Elmhirst  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the  Respondent,  and 
such  parts  of  his  evidence  as  bear  upon  the  point  in  question 
are  here  given.     He  said  — 

'M  am  a  justice  for  the  parts  of  Lindsei/,  and  act  at  the 
Horncastle  petty  sessions. 

"  On  the  28th  of  January  I  received  the  letter  produced 
(being  the  above-mentioned  letter  from  Mr.  Stanhope). 
I  have  the  licence  in  my  possession  which  I  granted  upon 
that  letter.  I  produce  it.  The  letter  was  brought  by  Mr. 
Stanhope's  servant.  I  saw  him,  and  sent  back  the  order, 
with  the  letter,  by  him.  I  gave  the  letter  back  and 
sent  a  letter  to  Mr.  Stanhope,  stating  that  I  had  had  very 
little  time  to  make  the  order,  and  had  sent  his  letter  in  case 
any  mistake  should  have  been  made  in  the  numbers  he 
would  see  it  had  not  originated  with  me. 

''I  received  a  communication  from  Mr.  5e/Z  inclosed  in 
Mr.  Stanhope's  letter.  I  also  sent  that  letter  back.  I 
have  no  doubt  this  is  the  letter  (the  memorandum  from  Mr. 
Sell  above  set  forth). 

"  I  had  no  other  evidence  when  I  granted  the  certificate 
than  the  letter  from  Mr.  Stanhope  and  the  letter  from  Mr. 
Bell. 

*'  I  had  no  other  evidence  that  there  was  no  cattle  plague 
within  one  mile  of  Mr.  Stanhope's  premises  than  his  state- 
ment in  his  letter  about  Mareham-te-fen.  I  was  aware 
that  there  was  cattle  plague  at  Mareham,  but  I  was  not 
aware  that  it  was  nearer.  I  had  no  evidence  that  it  wd^ 
nearer.     ♦     *     ♦ 

''  I  read  the  letter  as  if  it  contained  a  statement  that  tb^^ 
was  no  cattle  plague  within  a  mile." 
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John  Bett,  another  witness  called  on  behalf  of  the  Re-        1866. 
pondent,  said :—  stanbofe 

''  I  am  a  tenant  of  Mr.  Stanhape^s.    My  farm-yard  is     ^   •• 

,       Thorsbt. 

rem  half  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  Mr.  Stanhopes. 
don't  think  it  is  a  mile.     I  have  had  the  cattle  plague.     1 
perceived  two  beasts  not  well  on  the  Saturday  the  27th,  about 
)  or  10  o'clock.     I  perceived  that  they  did  not  eat  quite  so 
reely  as  they  used  to  do.     I  came  to  the  market.     I  saw 
he  inspector  Mr.  Thompson  that  evening  at  the  Fighting 
Cocks,  in    Harncastle,     Mr.    Thompson    gave   me   some 
i I  inks.     I  could  not  see  any  change  in  them  on  Sunday. 
They  were  only  off  their  food.     I  told  Mr.   Thompson  I 
vould  let  him  know  if  they  were  no  better.     I  posted  him 
L  letter  on  Sunday  evening.     I  sent  him  a  messenger  on 
he  Monday  morning  a  little  after  six.     We  shot  two  of  the 
yeasts  that  same  Monday  night  and  buried  them,  they  were 
lot  like  dying.     The  inspector  said  one  of  them  was  a  bad 
:!a8e.     I  am  not  aware  that  I  mentioned  that  my  beasts 
were  ill  to  anybody  but  Mr.  Thompson  on  the  Saturday. 
[  mentioned  to  Mr.  Bell  about   10  o'clock  on  Sunday 
morning  that  I  had  two  beasts  that  were  not  very  well. 
Mr.  Bell  said  that  he  had  one  not  very  well,  and  I  went 
with  him  to  look  at  it;  I  told  him  that  it  had  nothing  the 
matter  with  it.     When  I  saw  Mr.  Bell  he  said  he  was 
going  up  to  see  Mr.  Stanhope,  for  he  was  anxious  about 
the  beast,  and   asked    me  to   go   with   him.      Mr.  Bell 
told  Mr.  Stanhope  I  had  called  in,  and  as  they  had  a 
Scotch  beast  not  very  well,  he  had  asked  me  to  look  at  it. 
Mr.  Stanhope  said  Mr.  Bell  does  not  think  they  will  pay 
for  keeping  any  longer,  and  the  cattle  plague  is  getting 
nearer  all  round,  and  advises  us  to  sell  them.     Mr.  Bell 
told  Mr.  Stanhope  I  had  two  beasts  that  were  not  very 
well.     I  had  no  suspicion  that  it  was  the  cattle  plague  then. 
Mr.  Stanhope  asked  me  '  I  hope  you  don't  think  you  have 
got  the  cattle  plague.'     I  said  '  No,  I  do  not,  I  only  think 
VOL.  I.— c.  p.  K  K 


466  EASTER  TERM. 

1866.       they  have  over-eaten  of  chaff/    Mr.  Stanhope  asked  me, 
Stahhopb     ^  soon  as  he  had  agreed  to  sell  them,  where  I  thought 
Tborsbt.      ^^^y  ^^^  better  go  to,  and  I  told  him  to  Manchester  market, 
on  Tuesday.     Mr.  Bell  wished  them  to  go  to  London,  as 
that  was  nearer.     It  was  decided  they  should  go  to  London, 
if  the  certificate  could  be  got  from  the  inspector  and  trucks 
could  be  got.     I  was  there  when  the  man  was  sent  for  the 
licence.     1  don't  know  whether  I  or  Mr.  Bell  or  Mr.  Stan- 
hope spoke  about  the  inspector.     I  was  not  there  when  h 
came.     *     •     *     *      On   re-examination  witness 
******  One  cause  tlie  cattle  were  sent  away  wi 
the  cattle  plague  was  approaching.     It  had  been  at  Mi 
ham-le-fen.    I  don't  know  how  long  it  had  been  there, 
heard  it  had  got  nearer  us  at  Mr.  John  Sharp^s  of  Mi 
ham^le-fen,  that  would   be  more  than  a  mile  from  m 
H  miles  from  Mr.  Stanhope*s.     It  had  got  half-a-mi 
nearer  in  the  week." 

The  justices  found  that  there  was  no  fraud  on  the 
of  the  Appellant  in  obtaining  the  licence,  but  ruled  that 
point  of  law  it  was  the  duty  of  a  person  applying  tor- 
licence  to  show  affirmatively  to  the  justice  to  whom 
application  was  made  that  there  was  no  cattle 
within  one  mile  of  the  farm  from  which  the  removal 
take  place;  that  the  Appellant  ought  to  have  shown 
which  his  letter  of  the  28th  January  did  not  do; 
therefore  the  licence  granted  by  Mr.  EUmhirst  was  a  w 
licence,  and  did  not  authorize  the  removal ;  and  they  c 
victed  the  Appellant  in  a  penalty  of  20/.  and  costs. 

On  the  6th  March,  the  justices  received  notice  from 
Appellant's  solicitors,  requiring  them  to  state  this 
The  Appellant  entered  into  a  recognizance  to  prosecute  ^is 
appeal  on  the  10th  March,  and  the  case  was  given  under 
the  hands  of  the  justices  on  the  24th  March. 

The  point  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  was  whether  ^^^ 
ruling  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  licence  on  the  gro^^^^^ 
stated  above  was  correct. 


Stanhope 
Thorsbt. 
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Manisty  {J.  F.  Stephen  with  him),  for  the  Respondent,        1866* 
There  is  a  preliminary  objection  to  this  case  being  heard. 
The  question  tarns  on  the  construction  of  stat  20  Ic  21  Vict. 
^.  43,  $s.  2,  3.     Under  sect.  2,  either  party  to  a  proceeding 
before  a  justice  or  justices  may,  if  dissatisfied   with  the 
determination  in  point  of  law,  apply  in  writing  within  three 
days  after  the  same  to  him  or  them  to  state  and  sign  a  case; 
snd  by  sect.  3,  ''The  Appellant  at  the  time  of  making  such 
application  and  before  a  case  shall  be  stated  and  delivered 
to  him  by  the  justice  or  justices  shall  in  every  instance 
<nter    mto  a   recognizance,''  &c.     Here    the   conviction 
took  place  on  March  3rd,  the  case  was  applied  for  on 
3farch  6th,  the  recognizance  was  not  entered   into  until 
JUareh  10th,  and  the  case  was  not  delivered  to  the  Appel- 
lant till  the  24th  March.     But  the  true  reading  of  the 
statute  requires  that  the  recognizance  should  be  entered 
:into  at  the  time  of  making  the  application  for  the  case,  that 
is,  within  the  three  days.     In  Chapman^  tipp.,  Robinson^ 
vesp.  (a),  it  was  held  that  where  justices  convict,  and,  upon 
lieing  immediately  thereupon  applied  to  for  a  case,  accede 
«t  once,  it  is  suflBcient  under  sect  3,  that  the  Appellant  enter 
into  a  recognizance  within  three  days  from  the  determination 
^nd  before  a  case  is  stated  and  delivered  to  him,  though 
the  recognizance  be  not  entered  into  ''  at  the  time  of  making 
such  application."     [Byles,  J.,  referred  to  Morgan  ▼.  Ed' 
^wards  (ft),  which  shows  that,  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  2, 
the  transmission  of  the  case  to  the  Court  above  by  the 
Appellant,  and  the  giving  the  notice  of  appeal  with  a  copy 
of  the  case  to  the  Respondent  within  the  three  days  named 
in  the  section,  are  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  of  the 
Appellant  to  have  the  case  heard ;  and  that  an  objection 
arising  from  the  omission  to  do  so  cannot  be  waived.] 

BcviU  (Hannen  and  i?.  Stanhope  with  him),  contrsl. — 
It  is  true  that,  at  the  commencement  of  sect.  3,  the  words 

(•)  \  E.i  E.  25.  {b)  5  H.^  N.  415. 
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1866..      are,  ''The  Appellant,  at  the  time  of  making  such  applica- 
Stanhopb     tion,  and  before  a  case  shall  be  stated/'  &c.y  shall  enter  into 
Thorsbt.     the  recognizance;  but  Chapman,  dipp.,  Robinson,  resp,{a) 
has  decided  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  recognizance 
should  be  entered  into  at  the  time  of  making  the  applica- 
tion ;  and,  if  those  words  do  not  govern  the  question,  the 
only  other  requirement  in  respect  of  time  is  that  they  shall 
be  entered  into  "  before  a  case  shall  be  stated  and  deli- 
vered/* and  that  was  satisfied.     The  whole  scope  of  the 
statute  is  that  the  recognizance  shall  be  entered  into  be- 
fore the  case  is  delivered   to   the  Appellant,  and   it  is 
unnecessary  that  it  should   be  entered   into  within    the 
three  days.    The  section  goes  on  to  provide,  that  "the 
Appellant  shall,  at  the  same  time,  and  before  he  shall  be 
entitled  to  have  the  case  delivered  to  him,"  pay  the  clerk 
to  the  justice  or  justices  bis  fees  for  the  case  and  recog- 
nizances;  but  the  fees  for  the  case  must  depend  upon 
its  being  granted  and  its  length,  and  it  could  never  have 
been  intended  that  those  fees  should  be  paid  within  three 
days.    An  Appellant  cannot  pay  the  fees  for  the  case 
until  it  is  ready  to  be  delivered  to  him  and  he  knows  its 
length,  and  what  they  amount  to.     [Smith,  J.    The  sche- 
dule A.,  referred  to  in  sect.  3,  which   regulates  the  fees 
by  the  number  of  folios,  assists  your  argument.]     More- 
over, sect.  4  provides,  that  the  justice  or  justices  may  refuse 
a  case  where  they  think  the  application  frivolous;  and  sect.  5 
provides,  that  in  case  of  refusal  application  may  be  made  to 
the  Queen's  Bench  for  a  rule,  and  the  justice  or  justices, 
''  upon  being  served  with  such  rule  absolute,  shall  state  a 
case  accordingly,  upon  the  Appellant  entering  into  such  re- 
cognizance as  is  herein-before  provided."     [Btfles,  J.     If 
the  words  at  the  commencement  of  the  3rd  section,  ''  at 
the  time  of  making  such  application  and  before  a  case 
shall  be  stated,"  may  be  read  ''at  the  time  of  making 

(fl)  1  E.^E,  25. 
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such    application    or    before    a    case    shall    be    stated/'      «I866. 
your  contention  would  be  right.]  Stanhope 


Manisty. — If  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  part 
of  the  Appellant  should  be  adopted,  the  result  will  be  that 
a  pauper  may  make  an  application  for  a  case,  and  put  the 
justice's  clerk  to  enormous  trouble  and  costs  in  preparing 
it,  for  the  payment  of  which  there  will  be  no  security. 

jEVfe,  C,  J, — ^The  statute  is  what  we  are  to  be  guided  by, 
and  we  think  the  recognizance  has  been  entered  into  here 
within  the  period  allowed  by  the  Act 

JBovUl  for  the  Appellant. — The  conviction  was  wrong. 
The  order  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  admitted ;  and  it 
provides  that  fat  cattle  may  be  removed  with  the  licence 
of  a  justice,  and  that  in  the  licence  he  shall  state  inter 
alia  that  he  has  been  satisfied,  by  the  evidence  of  an 
inspector  or  otherwise,  that  no  cattle  plague  had  occurred 
within  one  mile  from  the  premises  from  which  the  removal 
is  to  take  place.  He  may  therefore  be  satisfied  either  by 
evidence  or  by  his  own  knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  he  has 
no  power  to  summon  witnesses.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that, 
in  granting  the  licence  to  the  Appellant,  the  justice  here 
was  acting  within  his  jurisdiction,  and  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  the  convicting  magistrates,  who  held  the  licence 
to  be  void  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  upon  which 
it  had  been  granted  was  insufiicient,  to  inquire  into  that 
evidence.  They  rule  that  there  was  no  fraud  in  obtaining 
the  licence  :  Paky  on  Convictions  by  Macnamara,  5th  ed., 
p.  126. 

Manisty  for  the  Respondent. — The  question  is  not  as  if 
there  had  been  conflicting  evidence  before  the  licensing 
magistrate,  and  this  Court  had  been  asked  to  inquire  into 
a  question  of  fact.  It  is  upon  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  evidence  before  him  that  the  convicting  magistrates 


V. 
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1866«       held  the  licence  void.    The  testimony  of  Mr.  Elndkirst  is 
STAMHorE     ^hat  he  had  no  other  ''evidence"  when  he  granted  the 
Thojlbby.     certificate  than   the  letters  from  the  Appellant  and  Mr  • 
JBelL    [Byles,  J.     Your  contention  is  that  "evidence*^ 
there  means  evidence  in  the  legal  sense.]     [SmUA^  J.   Th     -^^ 

justices  convict  the  Appellant  for  removing  the   cattl ^e 

without  a  licence.] 

EblB|  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  was^^  "*as 
wrong.     Power  to  convict  is  given  to  the  magistrates  «  if 

cattle  are  removed  without  the  licence  of  a  justice.     Hei^  ^aere 
the  cattle  were  removed  with  such  licence,  and  ther^""*  re- 
foi'e  the  conviction  was  wrong  in  point  of  law.    The  Ap^  -Ap- 
pellant applied  to  a  justice  for  the  licence,  and  it  is  foun.^nK:  nd 
by  the  convicting  justices  that  there  was  nothing  like  iczflL  in- 
tentional deception  or  violation  of  the  law  on  his  part ;  hiL^-m  ^at 
they  thought  that  they  were  entitled  to  inquire  into  th^^rAe 
amount  of  evidence  before  the  licensing  justice.     I  thin  .^mk 
they  had  no  right  to  do  so,  and  therefore  that  the  coi:c=:3D- 
viction  must  be  quashed.    The  magistrates  however  acte      ''•d 
under  a  painful  sense  of  duty,  with  a  determination 
lutely  to  do  their  duty  in  a  time  of  danger  and  in  a  matti 
of  the  highest  importance  to  the  public.  * 

Bylbs,  Keatinq  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  App., 

Taylor,  Resp. 

Where  a  railway  company,  in  exercise  of  a  statutory  right,  runs  its  trains  jtailwav  eoiif 
over  the  line  of  another  railway  company  and  causes  an  obstruction,  and  panUsm 
thereby  the  latter  company  are  prevented  from  delivering  certain  goods  Conemrrtmt 
within  the  ordinary  time,  such  company  will,  nevertheless,  have  faHIUed  running  powtrt 
a  contract  to  deliver- those  goods  within  a  reoionablt  time  if  it  be  proved  ^y  giaiute, 
that  they  have  used  every  exertion  to  clear  the  line,  and  have  delivered  Cownwm  tar^ 
as  soon  as  was  possible  under  the  circumstances.  Hers. 

A  PPEAL  by  the  Defendants  from  the  decision  of  the  «  rtmennbiM 
■^-^    County  Court  judge  of  Boston,  who  stated  the  '*"*•' 
following  case. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  sum  of  23/.  1 U.  9c/. 
It  was  admitted  by  the  Defendants  at  the  trial,  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  18/.  Ids.  3d,;  and  the 
only  question  in  dispute  was  whether  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  balance  of  4/.  I6s.  6d.  The  Plaintiff  was 
a  poulterer^  carrying  on  business  at  Boston,  and  the  De* 
fendants  were  common  carriers  of  goods  along  their  line 
of  railway  from  Boston  to  London. 

On  the  IsiJune^  1858,  the  Defendants,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  8  k^Vict,  c*  20,  s.  87, entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  Midland  Railway  Company  for  the  use  by  the 
latter  company  of  that  part  of  the  said  line  of  railway  lying 
between  Hitchin  and  London ;  and  since  the  date  of  the 
agreement  the  Midland  Railway  Company  have  always 
used  the  said  part  between  Hitchin  and  London  in  accords 
ance  with  the  terms  thereof.  A  copy  of  that  agreement 
and  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  confirming  the  same  was 
to  be  taken  to  form  part  of  the  case. 

The  Defendants  are  in  the  habit  of  despatching  from 
Boston  every  evening  a  goods  train,  which,  under  oixlinary 
circumstances,  arrives  in  London  in  time  for  the  early 
market  on  the  following  morning.  Meat  and  poultry  sent 
by  this  train  are  understood  by  the  company  to  be  intended 
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and  are  usually  delivered  in  time  for  those  markets.  The 
rate  for  the  carriage  of  perishable  articles,  including  meat 
and  poultry,  is,  and  is  authorized  by  the  company's  Act  to 
be,  higher  than  the  rate  for  the  carriage  of  nonperishab\e 
articles. 

The  company's  Act  above  referred  to  is  the  13  &  14  Fict. 
c.  Ixi,  and  if  necessary  veas  to  be  deemed  to  form  part  oC 
the  case. 

On  the  30th  August  1865  the  Plaintiff  delivered  t< 
the  Defendants  three  hampers  of  poultry  for  conveyancr 
from  Boston  to  London,  and  paid  the  Defendants  the  auv  's 
of  I3s.  9d.,  being  the  ordinary  charge  for  the  carriage 
poultry  from  Boston  to  London. 

The  Defendants  were  aware  the  said  poultry  was  intcnde(^^ 
for  the  early  London  market  on  the  following  morning,  bu 
no  special  contract  was  made  for  its  carriage,  unless  any 
such  contract   could  be  implied   from  the  circumstances 
above  stated.     No  time  bills  of  the  arrival  and  departure 
of  the  said  train  had  ever  been  published. 

The  Plaintiff's  poultry  would  have  arrived  in  London  at 
the  usual  time,  so  that  it  could  have  been  delivered  in  time 
for  the  early  market,  but  for  the  occurrence  between  Hitchin 
and  London  of  an  accident,  by  which  both  lines  of  railway 
were  blocked  up.  The  accident  was  caused  by  a  passenger 
train  belonging  to  the  Midland  Railway  Company,  and  then 
running  over  the  said  line  of  railway  between  Hitchin  and 
London  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement,  which  came  into 
collision  with  a  coal  train  belonging  to  the  Defendants. 
At  the  time  of  the  accident  the  passenger  train  was  under 
the  charge  and  control  of  the  servants  of  the  Midland  Rail- 
way Company  solely,  and  the  collision  was  solely  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  Midland  Railway 
Company.  Immediately  after  the  occurrence  of  the  collision 
every  possible  step  was  taken  to  clear  the  line  and  restore 
the  traffic ;  but,  in  spite  of  every  exertion  that  could  be 
made,  the  line  remained  blocked  up  for  some  hours,  and 
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seFerel  trains  of  the  DefendantSi  iDcIuding  that  conveying 
the  Plaintiff's  poultry,  were  necessarily  detained  until  the 
line  was  suflSciently  cleared  to  admit  of  their  proceeding. 
Ifpon  the  clearing  of  the  line  the  said  goods  train  was  de- 
spatched to  London^  but  solely  in  consequence  of  the  delay 
caused  by  the  collision,  and  the  time  occupied  in  clearing 
the  line,  arrived  there  six  hours  after  the  time  at  which 
SQch  train  usually  arrives.     Upon  the  arrival  of  the  train 
the  Plaintiff's    poultry  was    delivered    in    the    ordinary 
course;  but   solely   in   consequence  of  the    late   arrival 
^osed  in  the  manner  mentioned  was  not  in  time  for  the 
^riy  market,  and  the  plaintiff  sustained  thereby  damage 
^  the  amount  of  4/.  \Qs.  6d. 

Upon  that  state  of  facts  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of 

^he  Plaintiff  that  there  was  an  implied  contract  by  the  De- 

'^'^dants  that  the  poultry  should  arrive  in  time  for  the  early 

'^^rket;  that  the  Defendants,  being  common  carriers,  and  in 

the  nature  of  insurers,  were  not  excused  by  the  negligence  of 

^^  Jdidland  Railway  Company  for  the  non-fulfilment  of 

^®    contract;  that  the  Defendants  were  responsible   for 

^y  negligence  of  the  Midland  Railway  Company,  who 

^^^d  the  line  by  their  permission ;  and  further  that  the  facts 

^^o^ed  a  breach  of  contract  to  carry  and  deliver  within  a 

'"^^Sonable  time.     For  the  Defendants  it  was  urged  that 

'^^re  was  no  contract  to  deliver  in  time  for  the  market,  and 

^^t  the  delay,  caused  as  it  was  solely  by  the  negligence 

tbe  Midland  Railway  Company,  was  not  unreasonable. 

1*he  learned  County  Court  judge  was  of  opinion  that 

^^re  was  no  implied  contract  to  carry  and  deliver  in  time 

^•^  the  early  market,  but  merely  a  contract  to  carry  and 

sliver  within  a  reasonable  time :   and  held  that  as  the 

"^^^cttanrf  Railway   Company   used    the    Great   Northern 

^^Iway  by  permission  of  the  Defendants,  the  latter  were 

^^pODsible  for  delay  caused  by  negligence  of  the  servants 

^    the  former  company,  and,  therefore,  the  delivery  was 

^^  within  a  reasonable  time;  and  he  gave  judgment  for 

^^  Plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount  claimed. 


1866. 
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The  question  for  the  opiDion  of  the  Court  of  CommoiL. 
Pleas  was  whether  the  Defendants  were  responsible 
delay  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  Mid — 
land  Railway  Company  under  the  circumstaoces  abofess 
stated.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  wa^a 
an  implied  contract  to  deliver  in  time  for  the  early  marketjK.-^ 
or  that  the  Defendants  were  responsible  for  the  delay  ariflinjBS 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  verdict  was  toc3 
stand.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  there  was  no^ 
such  contract,  and  that  the  Defendants  were  not  respoosibk^ 
for  such  delay,  the  verdict  was  to  be  reduced  to  the  sum  oft  < 
18Z.  I5s.  3d. 


Hayes,  Seijt.,  for  the  Respondent,  admitted  that  he  coul 
not  afler  the  finding  of  the  judge  contend  that  there 
an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  to  d 
liver  for  the  early  market. 


Cave,  for  the  Defendant,  then  argued  that  the  contract 
to  deliver  the  goods  within  a  reasonable  time  had  been 
fulfilled ;  that  the  accident  had  been  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  another  railway  company,  with  which  the  Defend- 
ants had  entered  into  a  contract,  as  they  were  empowered 
to  do  under  the  provisions  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Conso- 
lidation Act,  8  &  9  VicL  c.  20,  s.  87,  for  the  purpose  of 
allowing  the  passage  of  the  carriages  of  such  railway  com- 
pany over  their  (the  Defendants')  railway ;  that  the  agree- 
ment had  been  confirmed  by  the  special  Act  S3  &  24  VicL 
c.  Ixvii,  s.  16,  and  that  the  accident  arose  in  the  use  of  the 
Great  Northern  Railway  by  such  other  company  under 
that  agreement ;  that,  as  the  default  of  such  other  company 
was  the  cause  of  the  delay  thus  beyond  the  Defendants* 
control,  their  duty  under  such  circumstances  was  to  send 
on  the  goods  as  soon  as  possible,  and  this  the  judge  bad 
found  they  did,  and  he  cited  Briddon  v.  Ghreat  Northern 
Railway  Company  (a) ;  and  lastly,  that,  although  there  was 

a)  28  L.J.,  Er.  51. 
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a  chose  of  indemoity  in  the  agreement  between  the  two 
^^otnpaDies,  by  which  the  Midland  Railway  were  to  in- 
demnify the  Defendants  against  all  claims  and  damages 
doused  by  their  default,  the  Plaintiff,  not  being  a  party  to 
tii&t  agreement,  could  not  claim  any  advantage  from  it. 

^ajftMf  Serjt,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  as  it  was 
A  duty  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  as  common  carriers 
to  ddifer  safely,  the  present  defence  could  be  no  excuse  if 
goods  were  lost,  or  if  they  were  injured ;  and  that  there 
no  reason  for  saying  that  the  rule  was  otherwise  in  the 
of  delay ;  that  the  Defendants  entered  into  the  con- 
tract with  the  Midland  Railway  Company  knowing  that 
the  line  would  thereby  be  occupied  with  greater  traffic, 
And  that  consequently  they  ought  to  be  held  liable  for 
loas  arising  therefrom ;  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  sue 
the  Midlamd  Railway  Company,  as  there  was  no  privity 
^^^ween  him  and  them ;  that  Briddon  v.  Great  Northern 
^^i^dlway  Company  (a),  which  was  a  case  of  delay  arising  from 
A  Bnow  storm,  was  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present; 
^^d  that,  the  judge  having  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was 
Unreasonable  delay,  the  question  was  already  decided  in 
■a.Tour  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  there  was  nothing  on  which 
^he  Court  could  adjudicate. 

Cave,  in  reply,  urged  that  the  first  part  of  the  PlaintifTs 
^i^ment  was  a  misconception  of  the  carrier's  liability  as 
^^surer — that  his  liability  in  that  respect  was  as  to  the  safety 
^r  the  goods  only,  not  as  to  the  time  of  their  delivery ;  and 
^hat  the  fact  that  the  Midland  Railway  Company  could 
Hot  be  sued  was  not  conclusive  against  the  Defendants. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  ought 
^  be  for  the  Defendants,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the 
^^urt  below  must  be  reversed.  The  action  was  brought  to 
^ecoTer  damages  for  not  delivering  goods  within  a  reason- 

(a)  25  L.J,  Ex.61, 
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able  time,  they  having  been  delayed  on  the  Defendantc 
railway  between  Hiichin  and  London  by  reason  of  th 
breakdown  of  a  train  belonging  to  the  Midland  Railwa 
Company,  which  company  has  concurrent  running  powei 
over  the  Defendants'  line.  The  County  Court  judge  ba 
found  that  there  was  a  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  an 
the  Defendants  to  deliver  those  goods  in  London  within 
reasonable  time.  Now,  as  common  carriers,  the  Defenc 
ants'  chief  duty  is  to  deliver  property  entrusted  to  tbei 
safely,  but  there  is  no  duty  imposed  upon  them  to  delivc 
within  a  particular  time.  Where  there  is  a  contract  t 
carry,  and  nothing  is  said  as  to  time,  the  carrier  is  bound  t 
deliver  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  must  mean  ths 
he  shall  use  all  reasonable  means  for  effecting  the  deliven 
The  judge,  however,  though  holding  the  same  view,  ha 
given  his  decision  against  the  Defendants,  on  the  groun 
that,  as  the  delay  arose  from  the  running  of  trains  ondi 
their  agreement  with  the  Midland  Railway  Company,  the 
company  having  acted  in  a  manner  as  their  agents,  they  ai 
responsible  for  the  delay  so  created. 

In  that  respect  we  think  the  learned  judge  did  not  tal 
the  correct  view.  The  private  Act  of  the  Midland  Railwa 
Company  recites  that  it  is  for  the  public  interest  that  thi 
company  should  have  running  powers  over  the  Defendant 
railway,  and  then  gives  it  such  running  powers.  It 
cleat  from  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  k 
Vict  c.  20,  that  all  persons  have  the  right  to  use  tl 
lines  of  the  different  railways  of  the  country,  und 
certain  conditions,  though  from  obvious  causes  their  actn 
use  by  the  public  is  almost  impossible.  And  the  Railwa 
and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  &  18  Vict,  c.  31,  has  ordered  thi 
facilities  shall  be  given  by  the  railway  companies  for  sue 
interchange  of  traffic.  The  Midland  Railway  Compan 
coming  in  as  they  do  under  these  Acts  of  Parliament,  an( 
running  over  the  Defendants'  line  in  pursuance  of  them 
are  exercising  a  statutory  right,  over  which  the  Grea 
Northern  Railway  Company  have  no  control;  and  if  ncg 
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''genoe  00  the  part  of  the  Midland  Railway  Company  has 

<^&U8ed  an  obstruction  of  the  line,  the  Defendants  will  not 

^  liable  for  delay  caused  thereby  if  they  have  used  all 

■"^asonable  diligence  in  clearing  the  line  of  that  obstruction. 

The  County  Court  judge  has  found  that  they  have  done  so, 

ttnd  the  Defendants  are  therefore  not  responsible. 

Btlbs,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  first  duty  of 
^  common  carrier  is  to  carry  safely,  and  the  next  is  to  de- 
liver.    It  must  be  taken  further  that  this  delivery  ought  to 
^  effected  within  a  reasonable  time,  otherwise  it  is  evident 
that  the  goods  might  be  detained   for  such  a  period  as 
^  year  or  more.     T^ndal,  C.  J.,  in  his  written  judgment  in 
•Raphael    V.  Pickford  (a),   says,  "  The    duty  to   deliver 
within  a  reasonable  time  is  merely  a  term  engrafted  by  legal 
implication  upon  a  promise  or  duty  to  deliver  generally." 
In    the  present  case,  my  Brother  Hayes  has  treated  the 
question  as  if  ''  reasonable''  time  and  ''  usual"  time  meant 
^he   same  thing.      But  that   is  not  exactly  so.      Under 
ordinary   circumstances,   no   doubt,   a   delivery  within   a 
I'easoDable   time  would   be  a   delivery  within   the   usual 
time;  but  in  extraordinary  circumstances  such  would  not 
**e  the  case.     The  question,  then,  as  between  the  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company  and  the  Plaintiff  is  this,  that 
^n  accident  happened  to  a  train  of  the  Midland  Railway 
^mpany,  causing  an  obstruction  on  the  Defendants'  rail- 
'^'ay,  and  thereby  a  delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  Plaintiff's 
goods;  the  cause  of  the  delay  being  beyond  the  Defend- 
iints' control,  and  the  agreement  between  the  parties  showing 
^»at  this  was  so.     Under  that  state  of  things,  and  having 
^^d  to  what  the  Defendants  did,  I  think  that  the  delivery 
was  effected  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  the  Defendants 
^^  not  responsible.    As  to  any  remedy  over  that  may  or 
"^aynotbe,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  acting 
"ghlly  in  suing  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company. 
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(a)  5  Jf.  4  G.  551,  558. 
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Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Coiiiit] 
Court  judge  has  found  as  a  fact  that  the  Defendant! 
servants  effected  a  removal  of  the  cause  of  delay  m  tb 
shortest  possible  time.  But  his  decision  against  the  D< 
fendants  is  on  the  ground  that,  there  being  a  contract  o 
their  part  to  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  th 
Midland  Railway  Company  having  the  use  of  the  One 
Northern  line  by  the  permission  of  the  Defendants,  the] 
the  Defendants,  were  responsible  for  the  delay  cause 
by  the  servants  of  the  former  company.  This  view  c 
the  case  is  not  strictly  correct,  for  though  true  it  is  ths 
there  was  an  agreement  between  these  parties,  it  was  onl 
true  in  one  sense  that  the  Midland  Railway  Company  m 
their  trains  with  the  permission  of  the  Defendants.  Th 
Defendants  were  bound  by  statutory  enactment  to  alio' 
those  trains  to  run  on  their  line  for  the  benefit  both  c 
the  Midland  Railway  Company  and  of  the  public.  I  thini 
therefore,  the  County  Court  judge  was  misled  as  to  th 
effect  of  that  agreement,  and  that  his  decision  upon  the  cas 
cannot  be  sustained. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  doubt  acai 
rier  is  an  insurer  to  the  extent  that  he  must  carry  safely  an 
securely;  but  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  he  is  a 
insurer  to  the  extent  of  carrying  in  order  to  deliver  at 
particular  time.  The  obligation  is  only  to  carry  within 
reasonable  time ;  and  what  is  evidence  of  a  reasonable  tia 
must  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  casi 
as  for  instance  the  state  of  the  roads  at  the  period.  It  is 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  that  he  shall  carry  withoc 
unreasonable  delay;  but  his  primary  duty  being  to  deli?< 
safely,  delay  and  even  deviation  are  allowable  if  necessar 
to  that  main  purpose.  This  was  clearly  implied  in  JDavi 
V.  Garrett  {a),  where  the  duty  alleged  in  the  declaratioi 
was  to  carry  according  to  the  direct,  usual  and  customar] 


(a)  6   Bingham,  716. 
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iray,  course,  and  passage,  without  any  voluntary  and  un- 
necessary deviation  or  departure ;  and  the  Court  said, ''  we 
csuinot  but  think  that  the  law  does  imply  a  duty  in  the 
opirxier  of  a  vessel  to  proceed  without  unneceuary  deviation 
m    die  usual  and  customary  course."  So  in  the  case  of  roads, 
wimcre  they  are  so  bad  that  they  cannot  be  used,  it  will 
bai.v-^ly  be  denied  that  the  carrier  may  deviate. 

f  he  circumstances  of  this  case  show  that  the  cause  of 
fh^  delay  vms  beyond  the  control  of  the  Defendants. 
Th^t  being  so  they  were  put  to  a  necessary  delay,  and 
p  therefore,  not  liable. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendants  (the  Appellants). 
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Macrae  v.  Clarke. 


Jlfay2. 


^D  ao  action  against  a  sheriff  under  stat.  5  &6  Viet,  c.  98,  «.  81,  for  the  escape  Sheriff, 

of  ft  debtor,  the  measare  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  custody  of  tne  Eteape, 

debtor  at  the  time  of  the  escape ;  and  to  ascertain  this  the  jury  may  M^oiure  qf 

consider  not  only  the  means  and  resources  of  the  debtor  then  available  damaget, 

for  pavroent  of  the  debt,  but  also  the  chances  of  payment  which,  having  5^5  yiet, 

regftrd   to  surrounding  circumstances,  might  have  existed  from  the  ^,  gg  «.  31. 

custody  being  bbntinued.  *     '   '     « 

A  CTION  against  the  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire  for  allow- 
ing the  escape  of  an  execution  debtor. 

On  the  trial  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after  Hilary  Term 
Isefore  Byles,  J.,  the  following  facts  were  adduced  in  evi- 
dence. 

The  Plaintiff,  hating  obtained  judgment  against  one 

Hortland  on  certain  bills  of  exchange,  issued  a  writ  of  fi.  fa. 

^iHi  afterwards  a  ca.  sa.  against  the  debtor  and  directed  to  the 

Pi'^sent  Defendant.     Hartland  was  then  arrested  under  the 

^-  ca.,  but  about  a  week  afterwards  effected  his  escape. 


i 
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1866.  At  this  time  he  was  altogether  insolvent  and  had  no  means 
Macrak  or  resources  available  for  payment  of  the  debt  for  which 
Clarke.      ^^  ^^^  arrested.     It  appeared,  however,  that  the  bills  \n 

question  had  been  endorsed  by  Hartland^s  surety  for  other    "V^ 
persons,  also  parties  to  the  bills;  and  that  shortly  before   js-»""^ 
the  arrest  one  Edwards^  solicitor  to  the  debtor,  had  offered     f>sa 
to  pay  six  shillings  in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  the  bills,   ^^  1^ 
on  condition  that  they  should  be  given  up  to  Hartland^    ^V^sd 
in  order  that  actions  in  his  name  might  be  brought  against  :^*sju» 
any  of  the  other  parties  to  them.     Edwards,  in  answer   "x^^c 
to  a  question  as  to  what  his  object  was  in  making  this  ^i^ 
offer,  stated  that  the  offer  was  made  without  the  know- 
ledge of  Hartland,  and  entirely  on  his  own  account,  and 
that  as  Hartland  owed  him  considerable  sums  of  money, 
his  object  was  to  make  what  he  could  out  of  the  bills  and  to^ 
pay  himself  for  what  was  due  to  him.     This  offer  the  Plain — 
tiff  refused.     It  appeared  also  that  the  execution  debtoa 
was  the  son  of  a  wealthy  man,  much  advanced  in  yearS; 
being  about  100  years  of  age.     At  the  time  of  the 
the  amount  really  due  to  the  Plaintiff  was  657/. 

The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  am 
told  the  jury  that  the  measui'e  of  damages  was  the  valu< 
of  the  chances  that,  if  the  imprisonment  had  been  continued^ 
the  remaining  debt  or  any  part  of  it  would  by  that  im* 
prisonment  have  been  extorted.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  197/. 

A  rule  was  then  obtained  calling  on  the  Plaintiff  to  show 
cause  why  the  verdict  found  for  him  should  not  be  set  aside 
and  a  new  trial  had,  unless  in  the  meantime  the  Defendant 
consented  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  nominal  damages,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judge  misdirected  the  jury  in  teUing  them 
to  consider  the  value  of  the  chances  that,  if  the  imprison- 
ment had  been  continued,  the  remaining  debt  or  any  part  o^  '^^ 
it  would  by  that  imprisonment  have  been  extorted  ;  and  iwr^w 
not  telling  them  to  consider  only  the  means  or  resources  o'  ^c:?' 
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the  execution  debtor  himself,  and  that  the  damages  on  the        1866. 
evidence  should  be  nominal.  Macrae 


Karslake2ind  Henry  James  shov/ed  cause. — The  question 
is,  whether  the  jury  were  rightly  directed  as  to  the  measure 
of  damages.  The  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  9S,  «.  31,  provides,  that  iF 
any  debtor  in  execution  shall  escape  out  of  legal  custody 
after  the  passing  of  that  act,  the  sheriff,  bailiff,  or  other 
person  having  the  custody  of  such  debtor  shall  be  liable 
only  to  an  action  upon  the  case  for  damages  sustained  by 
the  person  or  persons  at  whose  suit  such  debtor  was  taken 
or  imprisoned,  and  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  action  of  debt 
in  consequence  of  such  escape.  In  Clifton  v.  Cooper  (a), 
though  the  case  is  not  precisely  this  one,  it  was  held  that  if 
the  sheriff  having  a  writ  of  execution  delivered  to  him  un- 
necessarily delays  putting  it  in  force,  an  action  on  the  case 
lies  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  execution  creditor,  though 
no  actual  pecuniary  damage  has  arisen  from  the  default; 
and  the  measure  of  damages  was  alleged  to  be,  not  ne- 
cessarily the  whole  debt,  but  such  a  sum  as  the  jury  think 
equivalent  to  the  real  loss.  The  only  actual  case  where  the 
point  has  been  considered  is  Arden  v.  Goodacre  (6).  It  is 
there  stated  that  the  true  measure  of  damages  in  an  action 
under  the  above  section  is  the  **  value  of  the  custody  of  the 
debtor  at  the  moment  of  the  escape."  [Smith,  J.  The 
question  is  what  makes  up  the  damages?]  Yes;  and  in 
that  case  the  mere  contingency,  whether  a  brother  of  the 
debtor  would  or  would  not  give  his  consent  to  an  assignment 
by  the  debtor  of  an  annuity  belonging  to  him,  was  held  a 
proper  subject  of  consideration  in  estimating  the  damages* 
In  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  it  is  said,  p.  511,  2nd  ed.,  ''  In 
order  to  show  the  amount  of  damage  he  has  sustained,  the 
Plaintiff  should  also  prove  the  circumstances  of  the  De- 
fendant at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  and  that  he  has  since 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  468.  (6)  11  C.  B.  371. 

VOL.  I. — c.  P.  L  L 
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1 866.       absconded,  or  become  insolvent ;  for  if  the  Defendant  were. 
^j^ctLAE      originally  in   bad  circumstances,  or  he  may  be  met  witfm 
every  day,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  not  in  fact  been  injur 
by  the  negligence  of  the  Defendant,  the  damages  will 
merely  nominal.     Mr.  Starkie  says  briefly  :  'The  PlaintL  ^ 
must  prove  his  debt  and   the  damage  he  has  sustain^^^ 
from  the  sheriff's  negligence.'"     In  order  to  arrive  at  t 
damages  sustained  by  the  escape  it  is  evident  that  con 
deration  should  be  given  not  only  to  the  actual  state         q{ 
the  prisoner  at  the  time,  but  to  his  surrounding  circu>_z:^Q. 
stances.     Suppose  when  he  was  in  custody  a  friend  ca  ^^mne 
and  offered  to  pay  the  debt,  and  at  that  moment  the  del^  ^f 
escaped,  could  it  be  said  that  that  offer  would  not  be      aa 
element  in  estimating   the  damages  for  the  escape?       Iq 
the  cases  decided  under  Lord  CampbeWs  Act,  9  &  10  Viet 
c.  93,  it  has  been  held  that  a  reasonable  probability  of  a 
pecuniary  benefit  from  the  continuance  of  the  life  of  the 
deceased  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  representative  to  maintain 
an  action :    Dalton  v.  The  South' Eastern  Hallway  Cm' 
pany  (a) ;  Duckworth  v.  Johnson  (6) ;  Pym  v.   The  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company  {c), 

Macnamara  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  circumstances 
of  this  case  show  that  the  damages  should  have  been 
merely  nominal,  for  it  was  clearly  proved  that  the  debtor  at 
the  time  of  the  escape  was  hopelessly  insolvent.  In  esti- 
mating  the  damages  the  jury  ought  not  to  look  beyond  the 
debtor's  actual  means  and  resources  at  that  time.  It  is  not 
contended  that  the  means  should  be  only  such  as  are  in- 
stantly available,  but  they  should  be  such  only  as  are  in  bis 
possession,  or  to  which  he  has  a  present  title.  We  caooot 
look  at  the  position  occupied  by  the  debtor  at  a  former  tioei 
or  at  that  held  by  his  relatives  and  friends  at  Uie  time  o( 

(a)  AC.  B.,  2V.  S.  296.  (6)  4  H.  ^  N.  653. 

(c)  4  B.  4^  S.  396. 
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the  escape.    To  do  so  would  be  to  introduce  ya^eness  and       1866. 

uncsertaiDty,  and  would  perhaps  be  the  means  of  working      maceab 

gretti  injustice  to   the  Defendant     [Keating,  J.     Would      claekb. 

no^    your  definition  exclude  those  cases  which  have  been 

held  good  under  Lord  CampheUs  Act  ?]    Those  cases  are 

no^   parallel  with  the  present.     It  is  evident  that  there  must 

be   CE  limit  to  the  matters  taken  into  con8ideration<~it  could 

no^  for  instance,  be  said  that  the  probability  of  a  sum  of 

money  being  left  by  will  ought  to  form  one  of  them.     In 

^v*cini  V.  Ooodacre  (a),  there  was  property  over  which  the 

dcsbtor  had  control.     ISmiiA^  J.     A  man  may,  nevertheless, 

raise  money  on  post  obit  bonds.]    That  is  so ;   but  still  it 

18  t.oo  vague  a  matter  for  a  jury  to  consider  in  the  damages. 

^^^£wiek  in  his  book  on  damages,  p.  508,  2nd  ed.,  after 

^^^^itig  that  it  is  an  important  inquiry  to  ascertain  whether. 

^^  recovery  of  the  debt  has  been  prejudiced  by  the  acts  of 

the  Defendant— in  other  words,  whether  under  any  circum- 

•t^xices  it  could  be  collected  of  the  Defendant's  property, 

^l>3«rves,  p.  609,  as  follows :  "  In  England,  it  would  seem, 

^ongh  it  is  by  no  means  clear,  that  the  Plaintiff  must 

shoinf  affirmatively  that  he  could  have  collected  his  debt 

^^^  for  the  negligence  of  the  Defendant ;   while  in  this 

^^^utry,  it  appears  to  be  settled  that  the  Plaintiff,  after 

^ving  his  debt  against  the  prisoner,  the  custody  and 

ipe,  is  entitled  to  recover  as  his  damages  the  amount  of 

^'^  debt,  unless  the.,  officer  can  show  that  the  Defendant 

^^^«  insolvent,  or  in  any  other  way  prove  that  the  Plaintiff 

^^^  sastained  no  actual  loss.*'     Even  assuming  the  father 

P'^fiimised  to  pay  the  debt,  that  would  be  a  mere  promise,  not 

^^ding  in  law,  and  not  to  be  estimated  in  the  damages. 

'-'^^tM,  J.   Suppose  the  father  expressed  his  readiness  to 

"^^3^  on  the  prisoner's  being  removed  to  the  gaol.]    That, 

&^in,  is  a  mere  statement,  nothing  being  certain.     The 

^^€8tion,  therefore,  which  ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury  must 

(a)  11  C.  B.  871. 
LL2 
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1866.       be  one  limited  to  the  actual  state  of  things  at  the  time  of 
Macrae      ^^^  escape,  for  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  for  a 
jury  in  ascertaining  the  damage  sustained  to  travel  into 
remote  and  contingent  probabilities. 

Keating,  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.     The  rule  was  obtained  on  the  ground  that  the 
Judge  misdirected  the  jury,  in  telling  them  to  consider  the 
value  of  the  chances  that  if  the  imprisonment  had  been  con- 
tinued  the  remaining  debt,  or  any  part  of  it,  would   by 
that  imprisonment  have  been  extorted.     Now  this  was  an 
action  for  the  escape  of  an  execution  debtor,  and  it  has  been 
suggested  that  the  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  that 
they  should  consider  only  the  means  and  resources  of  the 
execution  debtor  himself  at  the  time  of  the  escape.     I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  that  would  have  been  a  misdirection, 
as  in   an  action  of  this  kind    it  would  not  be  the  true 
measure  of  damages.     The  remedy  against  the  body  of  a 
debtor  is  a  peculiar  remedy,  and  it  can  only  be  valuable  to 
the  creditor  in  so  far  as  it  acts  as  a  pressure  for  the  reco- 
very of  the  debt.     That  being  so,  it  is  argued  that  the 
measure  of  damages  in  the  event  of  escape  is,  what  was  the 
real  value  of  the  debtor's  custody  at  the  time  of  escape? 
And  that  is  the  true  rule.    But  the  question  arises,  how  that 
value  is  to  be  estimated  ?    The  answer  to  this  must  to  be 
to  observe  the  effect  of  pressure  upon  ihe  debtor  by  keep- 
ing him  in  custody.     It  is  difficult,  no  doubt,  to  draw  the 
line;  but  in  deciding  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged,  I 
look  at  this  case,  and  this  case  alone,  and  although  we  find 
that  the  debtor  was  insolvent,  and  that  he  had  no  available 
resources — that  is,  that  he  could  promise  nothing  in  order 
to  obtain  his  release;  yet  there  were  other  facts   which 
it  was   fit  for  the  jury   to   act  upon.     [There    was  the 
offer  by  his  attorney  of  6s.  in  the  pound ;   and  although 
some  explanation  was  offered  as  to  the  circumstances  which 
induced  that  offer  to  be  made,  the  jury  may  or  may  not 
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have  assented  to  that  explanation.     Another  fact  was,  that       1866. 
the  debtor  was  the  son  oF  a  man  of  large  property,  and  of      Macras 
an  advanced  age.     It  was  clearly  within  the  above  rule  for      cla'rkb. 
the  jury  to  connect  the  offer  of  the  6s.  in  the  pound  with 
t.he   position  of  the  father,  and  to  consider  how  far  that 
position  was  a  solution  of  the  offer.     But  whether  that 
stmount  would  have  been  extorted  or  not,  the  question  is, 
hat,  under  all  the  circumstances,  was  the  value  of  the 
ustody  ?   I  think,  therefore,  there  was  no  misdirection,  and 
o  ground  for  saying  that  the  damages  should  be  nominal ; 
and   if  they  ought  not  to  be  nominal,   I  think  they  are 
reasonable. 

Smith,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.   The  true  rule  being 

Btated  in  Arden  v.  Ooodacre(a\  that  the  measure  of  damages 

is  the  value  of  the  custody  of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of 

escape;  the  question  arises  how  that  value  is  to  be  estimated  ? 

It  is  said  that  the  custody  is  only  valuable  so  far  as  it 

affords  means  of  obtaining  that  which  is  then  available  for 

payment  of  the  debt.    I  cannot  help  thinking  that  this  view 

is  too  narrow.    The  object  of  the  creditor  is  to  obtain  his 

money  by  the  duress  of  the  debtor ;   and  in  estimating  the 

value  of  that  custody,  I  think  you  are  entitled  to  take  into 

consideration  the  probabilities,  having  regard  to  all  the 

surrounding  circumstances,  of  the  debt  being  ultimately 

paid. 

The  decision  we  give  in  this  case  can  be  no  guide  to  the 
measure  of  damages  in  any  other  class  of  cases,  as  the 
action  is  one  of  a  peculiar  kind.     Formerly  the  sheriff  was 
liable  for  the  whole  debt,  and  it  was  said  that  this  was  a 
great  hardship,  for  in  many  cases  the  debt  itself  might  be 
in  a  great  degree  hopeless.     Now,  however,  without  laying 
^own  any  precise  rule  of  how  the  damages  should  be  as- 
sessed, the  law  declares  that  the  measure  of  them  shall 

(fl)  11  C.  B.  371. 
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1866. 


Ex  parte  Peppercorn.  ^a^  8. 


Statute  28  &  24  VieU  e.  127,  «.  10,  prohibits  an  articled  clerk  during  his  term  Attorney. 

of  service  from  holding  any  office  or  engaging  in  any  employment  ArtieUd  elerk 
whatsoever  other  than  the  employment  of  clerk  to  the  attorney  with  holding 
whom  he  is  articled.    P.,  during  his  articles,  was  appointed  steward  of  "  qfieo.** 
a  manor  by  his  mother,  who  had  a  life  interest  in  the  property,  which  28  4*  24  Vict, 
at  her  death  would  be  divisible  between  P.  and  his  sisters.    P.  at  once  e.  127,  «.  10. 
appointed  a  deputy  to  discharge  the  duties,  but  on  three  oetSMiona  he  Jdwdtiiom, 
attended,  with  his  principal's  consent,  courts  of  the  manor  to  admit 
tenants  and  take  surrenders,  with  the  view  of  becoming  acquainted  witii 
the  duties  of  steward  of  the  manor  in  which  he  and  his  family  were  in- 
terested.   Held,  that  the  service  was  under  these  peculiar  circnmstaneei 
sufficient. 

^TIHIS  was  an  application  for  an  order  requiring  the 
-^  examiners,  appointed  to  examine  persons  claiming 
^o  be  admitted  attornies,  to  grant  a  certificate  of  the  fitness 
^nd  capacity  of  W.  Peppercorn  to  act  as  an  attorney; 
l^iirsuant  to  Reg.  6  of  Hilary  Term,  1863. 

The  Applicant's  affidavit  was  in  these  terms. 

''  In  the  Common  Pleas. 

'*  I,  Walter  Peppercorn^  formerly  o(  Bur ton-upon*  Trent, 
Staffordshire,  but  now  residing  at  No.  3,  Compton^place, 
Gray*S'Inn»road,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  gentleman, 
inake  oath  and  say  as  follows  : 

'*  1.  On  the  9th  day  of  February,  1861,  I  entered  into 

articles  of  clerkship  with  Edward  Billett,  junior,  of  JBurtan- 

'^tpon-Trent  aforesaid,  solicitor;  and  on  the  22nd  of  June, 

1865,  was  assigned  to  John  Hawkins,  of  iVeto  JBoswell 

Court,  for  the  rest  of  my  term  of  five  years. 

**  2.  I  was  in  Hilary  Term  last  duly  examined  by  the 
examiners  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  they  have  cer- 
tified that  they  have  examined  me  in  pursuance  of  the 
^^ules  made  for  that  purpose,  and  found  me  fit  and  capable  to 
«ct  as  an  attorney  and  in  the  usual  business  transacted  by 
^ttomies;  but,owing  tocircumstances hereinafter  mentioned. 
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1866.        they  withhold  their  certificate  until  I  obtain  an  order  from 
Ex  parte       Ihis  Court  to  the  effect  that  the  service  under  my  articles 
has  satisfied  the  act  of  parliament. 

"3.  My  father,  William  Peppercorn^  was  steward  of  the 
manor  oi  Headington,  in  the  county  of  Oxford^  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  which  happened  in  the  month  of  Jul^y 
1864,  and  upon  his  death  it  became  necessary  to  appoint  a 
steward  in  his  place. 

''  4.  My  brother-in-law  was  before  my  father's  death  and 
still  is*  the  lord  of  the  manor,  formerly  as  trustee  for  my 
father  and  now  for  my  mother,  who  has  a  life  interest  in  the 
same  under  my  father's  will. 

*'  5.  Upon  the  death  of  my  mother  the  manor  will  be- 
come divisible  amongst  myself  and  my  brothers  and  sisters 
in  equal  shares. 

''  6.  My  father  always  expressed  a  desire  that  I  should 
be  appointed  after  his  death  steward  of  the  said  manor  in 
his  place,  and  upon  his  death  my  brother-in-law  accord- 
ingly, and  also  by  desire  of  my  family,  appointed  me  such 
steward,  and  in  which  capacity  I  first  acted  in  December^ 
1864. 

**  7.  I  appointed  a  solicitor  to  act  as  my  deputy.  The 
general  business  of  the  manor  has  been  transacted  by  him ; 
the  only  way  in  which  I  have  acted  in  the  business  of  the 
said  manor  has  been  to  be  present  at  the  courts  to  adroit  the 
tenants  and  take  their  surrenders,  ^/br  as  the  conduct  of  the 
manor  would  be  left  to  me  when  I  should  be  admitted^  I  con- 
sidered it  my  duty  to  become  as  much  acquainted  with  the 
customs  of  the  manor  and  duties  of  a  steward  as  possible, 

''  8.  I  have  been  absent  during  my  articles  on  three  occa- 
sions of  one  day  each  for  the  purpose  of  being  present  at 
the  courts  as  aforesaid,  with  my  principal's  consent. 

''9.  The  fees  of  the  courts  have  by  agreement  been 
divided  between  myself  and  my  deputy  steward. 

**  10.  I  was  aware  that  an  articled  clerk  could  not  legally 
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PEprEftcomc. 


fees  as  a  solicitor  during  his  clerkship;  but  as  the        1866. 
appointment  of  steward  of  a  manor  does  not  necessarily  fall      Ex  parte 
c^r^     WL  solicitor,  I  never  for  one  instant  imagined  that  I  was 
cloiv3g  wrong  in  taking  the  appointment,  and  did  so  more 
^^^■^h  the  view  of  looking  after  my  own  and  my  relation's 
•^^'t^fests  than  for  any  idea  of  emolument,  and  the  money  I 
"^^^c  received  has  been  hardly  sufficient  to  defray  my  ex- 
out  of  pocket,  and  the  whole  control  of  the  manor 
log  been  with  my  family  for  so  long,  I  looked  upon  my 
l^|:x>intment  more  in  the  light  of  private  property  than 
fwise. 

*'  Walter  Peppercorn.** 
Sworn  at  No.  1,  New  Inn,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex  this  23rd 
day  of  ^pn7,  1866."      • 

application  had  been  made  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 

xich  upon  a  similar  affidavit,  but  that  Court  considering 

L<  the  applicant  had  during  the  term  mentioned  in  the 

held  "  office"  within  the  meaning  of  the  23  &  24 

Le.  127,  8,  10,  refused  to  make  the  order  prayed  for. 

.  E.  Turner  for  the  Applicant.    (April  26.)— The  10th 

tion  of  23  &  24   Vict  c.   127,  is  in  these  terms,  that 

o  person  hereafter   bound   by  articles  of  clerkship  to 

attorney  or  solicitor  shall,  during  the  term  of  service 

Ationed  in  such  articles,  hold  any  office  or  engage  in 

f  employment  whatsoever  other  than  the  employment 

<lerk  to  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  and  his  partner  or 

ners,  if  any,  in  the  business,  practice  or  employment 

'-^^     an  attorney  or  solicitor,  save  as  by  the    first  herein- 

"^ ^ore-mentioned  act  (a),  or  this  act,  otherwise  provided; 

^^^^  every  person  bound  as  aforesaid  shall,  before  being 

^^  fitted  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  prove  by  the  affidavit 

^^^aired  under  section  14  of  the  first  hereinbefore-men- 

^^>ned  act,  that  he  has  not  held  any  office,  or  engaged  in 

(a)  6  <J  7  rut.  c.  73. 
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1866.       any  employment,  contrary  to  this  enactment;   and  tT"^^^^^ 
gj^      ^^      form  of  such  aflSdavit  aforesaid  shall  be  varied  by  su.     -^ci^i) 
PBrpsacoRN.  addition  thereto  as  may  be  necessary  for  this  pu 
That  section  only  applies  to  cases  where  a  clerk  has 
taken   away  from   his  occupation   under  the  articles  ^^ 

from  his  studies,  and  where  he  has  actually  held  an  ot^S^*^ 
and  discharged  its  duties.    The  three  days  he  passed       mn 
the  manor  court  might,  with  his  master's  consent,  bcLv^e 
been  spent  anywhere,  and  on  this  occasion  he  not  oaMf 
had  his  master's  consent  but  was  learning  his  mastef'^^ 
business.     Although  he  accepted  the  office,  he  appoin 
a  deputy  immediately.     [Smith,  J.  The  difficulty  appeal 
to  be  in  the  words  '*  hold  any  office  or  engage  in  any  em 
-  ployment."]     Yes ;  but  it  must  be  some  office  or  employ- 
ment with  duties  to  be  performed,  not  a  mere  sinecure 
The  deputy  did   all  the  work  here,  with  the  exceptioi 
of  the  three  days  in  question.     [JByles,  3,,  referred  to  L 
re  Taylor  (a).    JSrle,  C.  J. — By  the  words  of  this  statute 
it  must  be  proved,  in  the  form  of  affidavit  required  under 
sect.  14  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  that  the  clerk  has  ''no 
held  any  office  or  engaged  in  any  employment  contrary 

this  enactment ;  and  the  form  of  such  affidavit  as  afore 

said  shall  be  varied  by  such  additions  thereto  as  may 
necessary  for  this  purpose."    The  form  which  appears 
be  required  by  that  14th  section  is,  that  the  clerk  ''actuall 
and  really  served  and  was  employed  by  such  practisi 
attorney,"  &c.     What  the  master  sanctions  is  material,  an 
it  seems  clear  that  a  master  would  be  quite  justified  i 
sanctioning  his  clerk's  attendance  1ft  such  a  court  durin; 
those  three  days,  for  the  purpose  of  improving  his  leg 
knowledge.    Per  curiam.    Have  we  any  dispensing  power  S 
Apparently  not.     [He  also  cited  JEx  parte  Llewellyn  (ft)]. 

The  Court  then  directed  that  the  application  should 
renewed  with  such  further  Affidavits  as  the  Applicant  mi 

(a)  4  B.  4-  C.  341.  (6)  2  Daw,,  N.  S.  701. 
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think  proper  to  make,  and  with  a  reference  to  any  rule  of       1866. 
Court  bearing  on  the  question.  Ez  f>arte 

3\mer,  in  renewing  the  application  on  the  next  day, 
stated  that  he  had  no  further  affidavit  and  could  not  refer 
the  Court  to  any  rule,  but  cited  JEx  parte  Carr  (c). 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Erlb,  C.  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  service  of  the  Ap- 

plicant  under  his  articles  has  been  sufficient  within  the 

meaning  of  the  statutes,  and  that  his  affidavit  explains  the 

peculiar  circumstances  under  which  he  became  for  a 

steward  of  the  manor  of  Headington,  so  as  to  entitle 

him  to  his  certificate.    It  appears  thereby  that  the  inherit- 

su[ioe  of  the  manor  itself  devolved  on  his  family  on  the  death 

of  his  father,  and  with  it  the  office  of  steward  in  a  manner 

<le  volved  on  him  as  the  legal  member  of  the  family,  holding 

>'t  a.^the  request  of  his  mother,  brothers  and  sisters,  perform- 

the  duties  by  deputy,  and  having  consumed  only  two  or 

days  in  two  or  three  years  in  visits  to  the  manor 

oouiTt,  with  the  leave  of  his  employers,  acquiring  thereby 

pTx>fes8ional  knowledge,  and  at  the  same  time  protecting  a 

property  in  which  he  has  an  interest. 

'VTe  think  it  right  to  add,  that  previous  to  coming  to 
this  conclusions^  conferred  with  the  Judges  of  the  Court 
^f  Queen's  Bench. 

Application  granted. 

(0  3  a  B.  447. 
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Mendajff 
JprU  16. 

Bill  of  sale. 
Stat.  17  ^  18 
Viet.  e.  Z6. 
Stat.  25  f  26 
Fiet  e.  89. 
Trading  com" 
pony,  power  oL 
to  give  bill  </ 
tale  ; 

Deeeription  in 
qjfidavit  of 
"  residence  and 
occupation  of;** 
Directors 
putting  their 
signatures 
under  seal  of 
not  **  attesting 
witnesses,** 


"^oX 


Shears  v.  Jacobs. 

A  company  incorporated  by  stat  25  &  26  VieU  c.  89,  under  the  nanm  ^    0f 
the  Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company  (Limited),  and  haTinf 
its  object,  inter  alia,  the  manufacture  of  Glucose  sugar,  gave  a  bill  of 
to  the  Plaintiff  as  security  for  a  debt  due  for  plant  bought  by  the 
pan^  for  the  purpose  of  its  trade.    The  instrument  stated  at  iu 
elusion,  that  in  witness  thereof  tlie  company  had  thereunto  affixed  v^a^ir 
common  seal.    One  of  the  articles  of  association  provided  tba%    atlie 
directors  might  make  regulations  for  the  use  of  the  seal  i  and*  althovx^ 
there  was  no  resolution  of  the  company  in  that  respect,  it  was  sta^^d 
by  the  secretary  to  be  the  practice  to  affix  the  seal  in  the  presence     of 
the  board,  and  for  two  directors  and  the  secretary  to  attest  the  sealir^^  • 
and  under  the  seal  two  of  the  directore  signed  their  names,  deacrm  '^ 
ing  themselves  as  directora,  and  the  secretary  countersigned  hisnai 
describing  himself  as  secretary.    The  affidavit  filed  with  the  bill 
sale,  as  required  by  staL  17  &  18  Fict.  c.  Ji6,  s.  1,  and  made  by 
secretary  of  the  company,  mentioned  the  registered  name  of  the  o 
pany,  and  the  place  where  its  principal  office  was  situate,  and  gtve 
other  description  of  its  occupation.     Held : 

1.  That  as  the  company  was  a  trading  company  it  was  within 

province  to  give  the  bill  of  sale. 

2.  That  the  description  contained  in  the  affidavit  of  theregist(^ 

name  of  the  company  and  its  principal  office  was  a  sufBcii 
description  of  its ''residence  and  occupation,"  within  that 

3.  {Byles,  J.  dubitante.)  that  the  two  directora  had  signed  me 

as  directore  joining  in  the  execution,  and  not  at  attesting  wiw 
nesses ;   and  therefore  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  ^^      .. 
description  of  their  residence  and  occupation  in  the  affidaviJ^' 

rpHIS  was  an  interpleader  issue,  stating  that  Shears,  fh^f^"^ 
Plaintiff,  affirmed,  and  Jacobs,  the  Defendant,  deniec::^^' 
that  certain  goods  seized  in  execution  under  a  writ  -^-^^^^ 
fi.  fa.,  tested  on  the  23rd  November,  1865,  and  delivered 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  on  that  day,  for  the  execution  of 
judgment  recovered  by  Jacobs  in  an  action  by  him  agar 
the  Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company  (Limited),  wei 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff 
property  of  Shears  as  against  Jacobs. 

On  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  -the  Middlesex  Sittin 
after  Hilary  Term,  1 866,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff 
an  engineer,  and  that  having  become  a  shareholder  in 
Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company  (Limited),  upon 
understanding  that  he  would  be  employed  by  the  co 
pany  to  supply  them  with  certain  machinery,  he  had  su 
sequently  erected  such  machinery,  and  had  received  in 
payment  of  the  price  three  bills  of  exchange,  accepted 
the  company,  and  altogether  amounting  to  2,500/.,  whi 
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in  July^  1865,  were  about  to  arrive  at  maturity.    As  the        1866. 
company  were  not  prepared  to  meet  those  bills^  certain       Shears 
other  bills  were  given  by  them  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  renewal       Jacobs. 
of  them;   and   on  the   17M  August^    1865,  in  order  to 
secure  the  payment  of  the  bills  so  renewed,  a  bill  of  sale, 
nominally  dated  Z\st   July^   1865,  was  executed  to  the 
Plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  under  that  instru- 
ment the  Plaintiff  now  claimed. 

The  copy  of  the  bill  of  sale,  which  was  filed  under  stat.  17 
k  18  Vict.  c.  36,  and  was  produced  from  the  register  ofSce, 
purported  to  be  an  indenture,  made  the  ^\st  Julyy  1865, 
between  The  Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company 
(Limited),  thereinafter  designated  as  the  company,  of  the 
one  part,  and  William  Shears  of  Sankside,  Southwark,  in 
the  county  of  Surrey,  coppersmith  and  engineer,  trading 
under  the  firm  or  style  of  James  Shears  and  Sons,  of  the 
other  part ;  and  by  it  the  company  assigned  to  the  Plain- 
tiff all  aYid  singular  the  steam  and  other  engines,  &c. 
whatsoever,  then  or  thereafter  fixed  to  or  placed  upon  or 
used  in  or  about  the  company's  works  at  Booth  Street, 
JVhitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  or  connected 
therewith,  which  had  been  or  might  be  supplied  to  the 
company  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  jbl  particular  whereof  was 
stated  to  be  annexed  to  those  presents  by  way  of  schedule. 
The  instrument  concluded  thus : 

**  In  witness  whereof  the  said  company  have  hereunto 
aflBxed  their  common  seal,  and  the  said  William  Shears 
hath  hereunto  set  his  hand  and  seal,  the  day  and  year  first 
above  written." 

(Here  followed  the  schedule  above  mentioned,  and 
then : ) 

'*  The  seal  of  the  /^      ^  Glucose  Sugar  and 
Colouring  I       '  '  J  Company,  Limited. 

**  Edward  Vansittart  Neale 
"  B.  Price 

"  J.  E.  B,  Curtis,  Secretary, 


>  Directors. 
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1866.  The  affidavit  required  by  stat.  17  &  18  Viet.  c.  36,  to  I 

Shbari  filed  with  the  bill  oFsale,  or  copy  thereof,  was  made  by  tl 
Jacobs.  secretary  of  the  company,  and  the  deponent,  after  statir 
thereby  that  the  paper  writing  thereunto  annexed  was 
true  copy  of  a  bill  of  sale  and  of  every  schedule  there 
annexed  or  referred  to,  and  of  every  attestation  of  tl 
execution  thereof,  and  that  the  said  bill  of  sale  was  ma< 
and  given  on  the  11  th  August^  1865,  alleged  that  he  '' wi 
present,  and  did  see  the  said  bill  of  sale  sealed  with  the  se 
of  the  Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company  (Limite 
in  the  said  bill  of  sale  mentioned,  and  countersigned  t 
Edward  VansittarC  Nenle  and  Bonamy  Price,  who  are  tn 
of  the  directors  of  the  said  company,  and  whose  signaton 
appear  subscribed  thereto,  on  the  1 7th  August  in  the  y« 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  company  has  its  princip 
office  at  No.  9,  Booth  Street,  Spitalfields,  in  the  county  < 
Middlesex,'* 

The  company  was  incorporated  under  ''The  C6mpani< 
Act,  1862,*'  26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  and  the  memorandum  < 
association,  dated  29/A  September,  1863,  stated,  Ist,  tt 
name  of  the  company  ;  2ndly,  that  the  registered  office  < 
the  company  should  be  situate  in  England ;  3rdly,  that  tl 
object  for  which  the  company  was  established  was  (1),  tl 
manufacture  of  Glucose  sugar,  starch,  and  gum ;  (2),  tt 
manufacturing  of  colouring  matter  from  Glucose  sugai 
(3),  the  purchase  of  the  patents  granted  to  AUxandt 
Monbre  for  such  manufactures ;  (4),  the  doing  all  sue 
matters  and  things  as  should  be  incidental  or  auxiliary  I 
the  attainment  of  the  above  objects,  or  that  might  appei 
to  the  company  to  be  conducive  thereto,  or  expedient  to  I 
(lone  or  carried  on  in  connexion  therewith. 

The  articles  of  association  were  of  the  same  date,  an 
under  the  head  of  borrowing  powers  it  was  provided  l 
the  38th  article :  That  the  directors  might  from  time  \ 
time,  as  in  their  judgment  they  might  deem  expedient,  boi 
row  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  without  any  furth( 
authority   than  a  resolution  passed  at  a  meeting  of  tb 
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boardy  any  sum  of  money  ;  but  so  that  the  sum  so  raised        1866. 
should  not  exceed  in  the  aggregate  at  any  one  time  the       Shears 
sum  of  lOyOOOJLy  and  might  with  the  sanction  of  a  general       Jacobs. 
meetings  borrow  any  further  sum,  in  such  manner,  upon 
such  terms  and  upon  such  security  as  such  meeting  should 
determine ;  and  by  the  SQth,  that  any  bond,  mortgage,  de- 
benture or  security,  bearing  the  common  seal  of  the  com- 
pany,  and  issued  for   valuable    consideration,  should  be 
binding  and  obligatory  on  the  company,  notwithstanding 
any  r-egularity  {sic)  touching  the  authority  of  the  directors 
to  issue  the  same.     By  the  41st  article,  the  directors,  at 
*ny  meeting  of  the  board,  might  from  time  to  time  make, 
accept,  indorse  and  negotiate,  or  authorize  any  person  on 
'^half  of  the  company  to  accept,  make,  indorse  and  nego- 
tiate bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  of  the  com- 
P^^y,  for  the  purpose  of  and  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the 
*^^rines8  of  the  company.     By  the  78th  article,  the  direc- 
^^  might  make  such  regulations  for  the  use  and  for  the 
^^^e  custody  of  the  seal  of  the  company  as  they  might  from 
^^^e  to  time  think  fit. 

The  secretary  of  the  company,  who  was  called  as  a  wit- 
'^^^^B  for  the  Plaintiff,  stated,  in  cross-examination,  that  the 
^^^■npany  carried  on  the  business  of  manufacturing  and 
ling  Glucose  sugar;  that  the  place  of  business  was  at 
Booth  Street,  Spitalfields ;  and  that  there  was  no  re- 
iution  of  the  company  with  respect  to  the  way  in  which 
tn^seal  of  the  company  should  be  affixed,  but  that  it  was 
tt^^  practice  to  aflSx  it  in  the  presence  of  the  board,  and  for 
t^«^o  directors  and  the  secretary  to  attest  the  sealing. 

-At  the  close  of  the  Plaintiffs  case  it  was  objected  for  the 
I^^fendant,  Ist,  that  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the 
directors,  under  the  articles  of  association,  to  give  the  bill 
or  sale;  and  2ndly  and  3rdly,  that  the  afiidavit  was  insuffi- 
cient for  not  complying  with  the  requirements  of  stat  17  & 
^  ^^ict.  c.  36, «.  1 ,  in  that  it  contained  no  *'  description  of  the 
'^^•^ence  and  occupation"  either  of  the  person  making  or 
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^^^^'  giving  the  bill  of  sale,  or  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  which. 
Shears  it  was  insisted,  the  two  directors  were  who  had  placed  their 
Jacobs.      Signatures  opposite  the  seal  of  the  company. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, reserving  leave  to  the  Defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  upon  all  the  points. 

Huddlestone  {J,  O,  Griffits  with  him)  now  moved  ac- 
cordingly: Ist,  the  bill  of  sale  was  an  ordinary  mort^^ 
gage  deed,  and  was  executed  by  the  company  to  secui 
payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  a  debt  due  for  certain  plants 
supplied  by  him  to  the  company.  But  the  powers  of  tb^^.  e 
directors  are  limited  by  the  articles  of  association,  anc^^^d 
under  those  there  is  no  power  to  give  a  bill  of  sale  t^ 
secure  payment  of  an  existing  debt  The  38th  article  givi 
them  the  utmost  power  that  they  have,  but  that  only  enabk 
them  to  borrow  money.  As  to  the  2nd  point,  the  affidai 
filed  with  the  copy  bill  of  sale,  under  stat.  17  &  18  Fu 
c.  36,  is  defective.  Sect.  1  enacts,  that  ''every  bill  of  i 
of  personal  chattels  .  .  •  and  every  schedule  or  invento 
which  shall  be  thereto  annexed  or  therein  referred  to,  or"*  a 
true  copy  thereof,  and  of  every  attestation  of  the  executi^^sQ 
thereof,  shall,  together  with  an  aflSdavit  of  the  time  of  sa  ^^i 
bill  of  sale  being  made  or  given,  and  a  description  of  t^-Tbe 
residence  and  occupation  of  the  person  making  or  givL  ^g 
the  same  •  .  •  and  of  every  attesting  witness  to  such  ■rzDill 
of  sale,  be  filed  &c."  The  ''  person"  making  the  bill  of  s-=:^6 
here  is  the  Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company  (Limite^=*d)i 
and  the  occupation  of  the  company  appears,  by  the  mei^tf^o* 
randum  of  association,  to  be  the  manufacture  of  GUii^^oet 
sugar,  &c.,  and  it  should  be  described  accordingly  in  ^^ 
affidavit ;  but  this  affidavit  contains  no  description  of  '^ 
residence  and  occupation  of  the  company  beyond  its  ncscre 
name,  and  the  statement  as  to  where  it  has  its  chief  oG^ 
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^eSrd  objection  is,  that  the  affidavit  contains  no  descrip-        1866. 
tion  of  the  residence  and  occupation  of  the  two  attesting       Shears 
^'^itnesses  of  the  bill  of  sale,  viz.,  Edward  Vansittart  Neale       Jacobs. 
and  B.  Price.    [Erky  C.  J.  That  would  be  a  good  point 
if  they  were  attesting  witnesses.     Byles,  J.  They  are  not 
stated  to  be  attesting  witnesses.    Are  the  signatures  any- 
^itig  more  than  the  counter-signatures  of  two  of  the  direc- 
tors ?    Erle^  C.  J.  Does  the  statute,  under  which  these  com- 
panies are  created,  require  two  attesting  witnesses  to  instru- 
naents?]     No,  there  is  no  such  requirement  either  in  the 
statute  or  in  the  articles  of  association.    The  78th  article  is 
^e  only  one  which  bears  on  the  question.     But  the  evidence 
of  the  secretary  is,  that,  though  there  was  no  resolution  in 
''^c&pect  of  the  way  of  affixing  the  seal,  it  was  the  practice 
^  affix  it  in  the  presence  of  the  board,  and  for  two  direc- 
tors to  attest  the  sealing.     [iSmtM,  J.  Do  they  not  rather 
^^gn  as  parties  than  as  attesting  witnesses?]     If  so,  their 
'^sidence  and  occupation  must  be  described.     ^Bt/les,  J. 
^^    is  not  every  witness  who  puts  his  name  to  a  document 
^*it  is  an  "  attesting  witness."]    The  secretary  here  so  de- 
^^^bes  them ;  but  if  they  sign  as  parties  the  same  objection 
applies ;  and,  if  they  are  not  attesting  witnesses  or  parties, 
^hat  are  they  ?    The  object  of  the  requirement  is  to  enable 
Parties  who  may  be  interested  in  the  transaction  to  obtain 
^■^ formation.     ^Smithy  J.  It  is  not  unusual  for  the  mayor 
oF  a  borough  to  affix  his  signature  to  municipal  instruments 
^■^der  seal,  but  it  is  mere  supererogation.]" 

^BLB,  C.  J.  In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  must 

no  rule.     The  first  point  to  be  considered  is  whether  the 

^^ing  this  bill  of  sale  was  ultra  vires  ;  and  it  seems  to  me 

^at  this  company,  being  a  trading  company,  had  powers 

^o    buy  and  sell  for  the  purpose   of  their  business,  and, 

amongst  others,  to  give  a  bill  of  sale  as  a  security  for 

'Dnonies  due  from  them  in  respect  of  what  they  so  bought. 

Tben  it  is  objected  that  the  Bill  of  Sales  Act,  17  &  18  Vict. 

▼OL.  I,— c.  f.  MM 
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1866.       c.  36y  requires  that  the  aflSdavit  shall  contain  a  des 
SiicARK       of  the  residence  and  occupation  o(  the  person  gii 

Jacobs.  ^'''  ^^  ^^'^*  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  respect  the  statute 
been  complied  with.  But  I  think  the  descripti 
given  is  sufficient.  It  is  stated  that  the  comp 
its  principal  office  at  a  place  which  is  well  known, 
name  of  the  company, ''  The  Glucose  Sugar  and  C 
Company  (Limited),'*  is  a  sufficient  descriptioi 
occupation ;  for  persons  wanting  to  have  more  i 
tion  about  it  are  thereby  referred  to  the  place  for  tl 
tration  of  the  articles  of  such  companies.  WitI 
to  the  remaining  point,  viz.,  that  the  affidavit  con 
description  of  the  residence  and  occupation  of  the  i 
witnesses  of  the  bill  of  sale,  if  Edward  Vansitta 
and  jB.  Price  had  signed  the  bill  of  sale  as  attest 
nesses,  no  doubt  the  objection  raised  would  have  h 
founded ;  but  1  think  that  they  put  their  names 
the  seal  of  the  company  as  joining  in  the  execution 
as  witnesses,  and  that  the  secretary  countersigned 
strument  in  like  manner,  according  to  the  comm 
tice  of  corporations  in  affixing  a  seal.  This  point 
also  fails. 

Byles,  J.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  as  to  the 
points ;  but  as  to  the  third,  I  had  some  doubt,  i 
ever,  I  see  that  the  78th  article  provides  that  the  • 
can  make  such  regulations  for  the  use  of  the 
they  think  fit,  and  these  gentlemen  describe  th 
as  directors  and  not  as  attesting  witnesses,  it  ma; 
their  signatures  and  the  counter-signature  of  the 
were  affixed  to  the  bill  in  accordance  vnth  that  pro 

Keating  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurring. 

Rule  refbs* 

(a)  See  Deffell  and  Another  v.  White,  15  TT.  It.  68 
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1866. 


Philups  and  Another  v.  Im  Thurm.  May  i. 


-  of  ezchan^^,  purporting  to  be  drawn  by  C,  was  presented  to  S,  for  ^'^^  9f«*chatige, 
aceeptance  by  P.,  the  indorsee.     S.j  having  stopped  payment,  wrote  to  '^g'^tf' 
the  Plaintifia  through  P.,  who  presented   the   bill,  saying  that  the  ^wp'««ce/or 
Defendant  would  intervene  and  accept  on  behalf  of  the  drawer,  and  ^J"®**^* 
that  they  presumed  the  Plaintiffs  would  discount  the  bill  on  Defend-  Mutual  mUtake. 
ant's  itgnatare  being  attached.    The  Defendant  having  accepted  for  the  ^^^W^ 
lionour  of  the  drawer,  the  money  was  advanced.    The  bill  afterwards 
proved  to  have  been  forged : — 

1.  Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  liable  on  his  acceptance,  as  he 

was  estopped  from  disputing  that  the  bill  was  a  genuine 
instrument 

2.  Semble,  that  this  was,  in  effect,  a  bill  payable  to  bearer. 

^I^HIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  PlaintifTs,  as  in- 

"^     dorseeSy  against  the  Defendant^  as  the  acceptor  for 

nonour,  of  the  bill  of  exchange  hereinafter  mentioned.     By 

^e  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  a  rule  of  Court,  there  was 

atated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  without  any  pleadings, 

the  following  case : — 

The  Plaintiffs  were  discount  brokers  in  London.     The 

Defendant  was  a  merchant  in  London^  and  the  correspon- 

^leot  and  agent  there  of  a  firm  carrying  on  business  at 

•^Mwa,  under  the  name  of  '^Canevaro  k   Co."      In   the 

^outh  of  JunCy  1864,  a  person  calling  himself  ** Enrique 

Plana"  or  "  Henry  Plana,'  presented  to  Henry  H.  Sultz- 

"^9^f  at  Liverpool,  for  acceptance,  a  bill  of  exchange  in 

the  Spanish  language,  of  which  the  following  is  a  transla- 
tion, 

"No.  771,  Lima,  12th  May,  1864. 

"  For  400/. 
At  sixty  days'  sight  please  pay  this  my  first  of  ex- 
^ange  (second  and  third  not  being  paid),  to  the  order  of 
*[•  Carlos  Raffo,  the  sum  of  400/.  sterling,  value  received, 
'^n  place  to  account  according  to  advice  of 

"  Canevaro  &  Co. 
•^o  Mr.  H.  H.  SuUzberger,  Liverpool" 

.  I.— c.  p.  N  N 
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Phillips 

V. 
Ill  TUURM. 


At  the  time  the  bill  was  so  presented  to  H.  H.  Suit 
berger  it  bore  the  following  indorsements  : — 

"  Pay  to  the  order  of  Mr.  Enrique  Plana, 

''Lima,  \2ih  May,  1864. 

"  Carlos  Raffo, 
"  Henry  Plana.'' 

The  said  bill  of  exchange  was  a  forgery  on  Canevara 
Co.,  and  no  persons  named  Carlos  Raffo,  or  Enrique 
Henry  Plana,  were  known  at  Lima  or  to  Messrs.  Ca 
varo  &  Co.  A  clerk  of  Canevaro  &  Co.,  named  Amabot 
absconded  from  Lima  by  the  mail  packet  which  left 
England  on  the  night  of  the  13th  of  May,  1864,  an< 
person  named  Jose  Maretti,  who  was  not  in  the  empl 
ment  of  Canevaro  &  Co.,  left  Lima  with  him.  It  ws 
be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  the  case  that  Arnaboldi  a- 
sumed  the  name  of  Plana,  and  that  he  was  the  pers<^ 
calling  himself  '' Enrique  ^^  or  ''Henry  PlanaJ*^  Th" 
written  parts  of  the  bill  were  undoubtedly  in  the  han^ 
writing  of  Arnaboldi,  and  the  indorsement  "  Plana'*  W^- 
written  by  him ;  it  did  not  appear  by  whom  the  oth^ 
indorsement  was  made,  but  it  was  to  be  taken  for  tl»' 
purpose  of  the  case  to  have  been  made  by  Arnaboldi  ^ 
Jose  Moretti, 

These  facts  however  were  not  known  to  H.  H.  SuU^ 
berger  at  the  time  the  bill  was  presented  to  him  f^ 
acceptance,  nor  were  they  known  to  the  Defendant  wb^ 
he  accepted  the  said  bill  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  to  tt^ 
PlaintifTs.  Mr.  H.  H.  Sultzberger  having  stopped  pa^ 
ment  declined  to  accept  the  bill,  but  wrote  to  the  Plai  ^ 
tiffs,  with  whom  he  was  in  the  habit  of  dealing,  the  followir^ 
letter : — 

"Liverpool,  21st  June,  186^^ 
Messrs.  B,  8.  &  J.  Phillips  &  Co., 

19,  Birchin  Lane,  London. 
"  Dear  Sirs, — I  have  this  day  given  your  address  to  M 
H.  Plana,  the  holder  of  two  drafts  on  myself  for  400/.  an^ 
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800/.,  which  I  was  prevented  from  accepting  in  consequence        1866. 
of  liAving  lately  been  under  the  painful  necessity  to  suspend     Phillipi 
my  payments.   Messrs. •/.  C.  ImThurm  k  Co. will  intervene    in  thukm. 
and   accept  on  behalf  of  the  drawers,  Messrs.  Canevaro  k 
Co.y   X,ima  (who  themselves  are  safe  for  any  amount) ;  and 
as   Nlr.  Plana  is  quite  a  stranger  here  and  might  have  some 
difficulty  to  get  the  bills  discounted,  I  wished  to  render 
him    some  service  and  therefore  gave  him  your  address, 
thinking  that  with  Messrs.  Im  ThumCs  signature  you  will 
not  object  to  discount  the  bills  for  him. 

**  I  am,  dear  Sirs, 

"  Yours  truly, 

"  Pro  Henry  Sultzberger^ 

'* Henry  Schlatter. 

*'  Mr.  Plana  tells  me  that  he  intends  making  some 
purchases,  and  would  be  glad  to  get  the  notes,  if  possible, 
^  return  of  mail/' 

The  bill  for  400/.  mentioned  in  this  letter  was  the  bill 
"mentioned  above. 

This  letter  was  accompanied  by  the  following  letter 
TOm  the  person  calling  himself  '*  Plana  "  to  tlie  Plaintiffs, 
iiiclosing  the  bills  referred  to. 

"  Liverpool,  June  2l8t,  1864. 
"Messrs.  B.  8.  k  J.  PhiUips  k  Co., 

19,  Birchin  Lane,  London. 

*  Gentlemen, — I  am  indebted  for  your  address  to  Mr. 

^*  Sultzherger  of  this  town,  in  consequence  of  which  I 

^^^  the  liberty  of  enclosing  you  two  drafts  of  Messrs. 

'^^^^tioro  k  Co.,  at  Lima,  for  400Z.  at  sixty  days  sight, 

^^     800t    at    ninety,    on    the    said    Mr.    Sultzherger, 

^^  tells  me  that  certain  reasons  prevent  him  from  ac- 

Ptitig  them ;    but  that  Messrs.  J.  C.  Im  Thurm  k  Co., 

^'^don,  will  accept  in  behalf  of  the  drawers.     I  now  re- 

^t  you  to  get  these  two  drafts  presented  for  that  purpose 

Messrs.  J.  C.  Im  Thurm  k  Co.,  and*  afterwards  to  get 

N  N  2 


In  Tborm. 
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1866.  them  discounted  for  my  accouDt  as  favourably  as  possll:^  ~|  ^ 
PHILLIP!  ^^^  remit  me  the  balance  in  notes  per  registered  letter  ^^ 
the  address  at  foot  In  the  event  of  your  not  feeling  <] 
posed  to  discount  the  bills,  I  request  you  to  return  then 
me  provided  with  the  needful.  Excusing  the  trouble,  I 
Gentlemen,  yours  respectfully, 

''  Henry  Plana. 
"  Care  of  Mr.  H.  Henry  Sultzbergery 

Upon  receipt  of  these  letters  the  PlaintifTs  showed  ther 
with  the  bills  and  the  indorsements  on  them  to  the  Defen 
ant,  and  inquired  whether  he  would  accept  for  honour  < 
Messrs.  Canevaro  &  Co.,  and  the  Defendant  stated  that  I 
would.    The  Plaintiffs  afterwards  informed    Mr.  H. 
Sultzberger,  and  the  person  calling  himself  Plana,  ths  ^' 

they  would  discount  the  said  bills  upon  their  being  accep 
by  the  Defendant.  The  bills  were  thereupon  duly  pr-> 
tested  for  non-acceptance,  and  were  then  presented  to 
Defendant,  and  were  lefl  in  his  office  for  acceptance  t —  ^>r 
twenty-four  hours  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  aa^^  id 
he  accepted  the  same  in  the  following  form : — 

**  Accepted  for  honour  and  account  of  Messrs.  Cam 
Sc  Co.,  with  charges  45.     London,  24th  June.    J.  C. 
Thurm  k  Co." 

The  Plaintiffs  thereupon  discounted  the  bills  upon  -^t^Mn 
faith  of  the  acceptance  of  the  Defendant,  and  remitted   ^C:-  '^^ 
proceeds  as  directed  in  the  letters  before  set  out     Shor^') 
afler  the  Plaintiffs  had  discounted  the  bills  the  Defend,  c***^ 
received  information   of  the  facts  above  stated,  and       >'>' 
formed  the  Plaintiffs  thereof,  and  upon  the  bills  being  pv^ 
sented  to  the  Defendant  at  maturity  he  refused  to    f  ^J 
them. 

The  Court  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  inferex><^* 
from  the  above  facts  which  a  jury  might  draw. 

ITie  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whet'*^ 
under  these  circumstances  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  '' 
recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  from  the  Defendant    If  tlr 
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should  beof  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  their  judgment       ^866* 
to   bi9  entered  for  the  PiaintifTs  for  400/.  and  interest,  with      PniLLirt 

mm 

cos^s  ;  if  in  the  negative,  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the     in  thurm. 
Defendant  with  costs. 


"unnen  for  the  Plaintiffs. — This  case  was  before  the 
Court  on  a  former  occasion  (a),  on  a  demurrer  to  a  plea 
wbiob  set  up  as  a  defence  that  the  payee  was  a  fictitious 
person.    The  Court  held  the  plea  bad  on  the  ground  that 
iHe   Defendant,  by  accepting  for  the  honour  of  the  drawer, 
put  himself  in  his  position,  and  so  was  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  that  defence.    The  decision  on  the  demurrer  ought 
to  decide  the  present  question.     Erie,  C.  J.,  there  says, 
P«  701  :  ''I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  if  the  Defendant  had 

• 

i^ot  intervened,  and  the  action  had  been  brought  by  the 

holder  of  the  bill  against  the  drawer,  the  drawer  would 

have  been  by  law  compelled  to  admit  that  the  bill  was  a 

'^alid  bill  payable  to  bearer,  or,  in  other  words,  that  he 

Would  have  been  estopped    from   denying  the  indorse- 

'^'^^ot  of  the  payee.     It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  good 

""^^soii  for  saying,  that  that  which  the  drawer  would  be 

stopped  from  denying  the  acceptor  for  honour  should 

^'bo  be  estopped  from  denying.     I  think  he  is  equally 

^nd  to  admit  that  the  bill  is  a  valid  bill."    These  words 

^"^  precisely  applicable  here.     In  Byles  on  Bilh,  8th  ed., 

P-  184,  it  is  stated :  ''By  acceptance,  the  drawee  admits 

"*®    signature  and   capacity  of  the  drawer,  and  cannot, 

^ter  thus  giving  the  bill  currency,  be  admitted  to  prove 

^*t    the  drawer's  signature  was  forged.      He  moreover 

^•^aits the  then  capacity  of  the  payee,  to  whose 

oitJer  the  bill  ....  is  made  payable,  to  endorse."  Part 
^^  Lord  Tenterden's  judgment  in  Cooper  v.  Meyer  {h\ 
^  te  the  foUo'wing  effect :  "  The  acceptor  ought  to  know 
*"^  handwriting  of  the  drawer,  and  is,  therefore,  pre- 
^^ded   from  disputing  it;    but  it   is  said   that  he  may, 

(«)  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.  694.  {h)  10  B.  Sg  C.  468,  471. 
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1866.  nevertheless,  dispute  the  indorsement.  Where  the  d 
Phillips  is  a  real  person,  he  may  do  so ;  but  if  there  is  in  real 
In  Thurm.  ^^^^  person,  I  think  the  fair  construction  of  the  acce 
undertaking  is  that  he  will  pay  to  the  signature  of  the 
person  that  signed  for  the  drawer."  So  here  the  Di 
ant  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  handwriting  of 
varo.  [^Smithf  J.  In  that  case  the  bill  was  payable  i 
order  of  the  drawer.]  Gibson  v.  Minet(a)  shows 
in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  acceptor,  who  knows  the 
to  be  fictitious,  a  bona  fide  holder  may  recover  ^ 
him  on  the  bill,  and  declare  on  it  as  payable  to  b 
He  may  recover  also  on  the  money  counts.  The 
Defendant  is  estopped  from  denying  the  validity  c 
bill,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  by  his  act  warrante 
genuineness  of  the  signature  of  Canevaro,  Wightmc 
in  Ashpitel  v.  Bryan  (i),  in  treating  of  estoppel,  refc 
the  definition  of  it  in  "  Les  Termes  de  la  Ley" — '*  Est 
is  where  one  is  concluded  and  forbidden  in  law  to  i 
against  his  own  act  or  deed,  yea,  though  it  be  to  sc 
truth ;"  and  he  approves  of  a  dictum  of  Tindal,  C. 
Sanderson  v.  Collman  (c) :  *'  The  first  point  in  this  cc 
whether  the  drawee,  after  accepting  and  thereby  | 
an  apparent  validity  to  a  bill,  has  a  right,  in  an  f 
against  him  as  acceptor,  to  set  up  as  a  defence  tha 
name  of  the  drawer  was  forged,  or  other  matter  invalid 
the  bill.    And  it  appears  to  me  that  he  has  no  such  ri 

J.  A.  Russell  for  the  Defendant — It  is  importf 
observe  that  the  case  finds  that  the  handwriting  on  th* 
of  the  bill  was  undoubtedly  in  the  handwriting  of  j 
boldly  but  it  is  only  surmised  that  the  indorsements 
his.  The  whole  writing  on  the  face  of  the  bill  is  a  for 
and,  upon  the  evidence  and  correspondence,  it  appear 
the  Defendant  accepted  the  names  of  Raffo  and  Pla 


{a)  1  H.  BL  569.  {b)  3  B.  ij  5.  474,  489. 

(f)  4  3i.  *  G.  209,218. 
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g*enuine,  upon  the  representation  of  the  Plain tiflfs  and  SuUz^       1866. 
b^rf^er.     It  may  be  said  that  the  acceptor  for  honour,  by     Phillips 
pu-^fting  bis  name  on  the  bill,  vouched  for  all  the  names    ^^  Tuurm. 
upon  it;  but  that  was  not  so,  for  the  Defendant  vouched 
for*     the  signature  of  the  drawer  only.     It  is  argued  on  be- 
ha.1  f^of  the  Plaintiffs  that  the  acceptor  stands  in  the  position 
of    -iLle  drawer,  with  all  his  rights  and  liabilities ;  but  it  is 
cl^rs^r  that  if  the  drawer  were  sued  on  this  bill,  a  denial  of 
th^    drawing  would  be  a  good  defence.     Hence  the  remedy 
^Mrhic:h  an  acceptor  would  have,  in  an  ordinary  case,  would 
iri   -diis  instance  fail.    Then  if  a  drawer  can  deny  a  signa- 
alleged  to  be  his,  why  should  not  the  acceptor  for 
mr  deny  the  drawer's  signature  also?     There  is  no 
Aiit:liority  for  saying  that  in  no  state  of  circumstances  can 
the  acceptor  deny  such  a  signature.     [Byles,  J.    The  ac- 
cep^r  gives  currency  to  the  bill  here.]  Reliance  was  placed 
^Q    JUinet  V.  Gibson  (a) ;  but  that  case  is  not  applicable,  for 
Aer^  all  the  parties  knew  the  facts;  and  during  the  argu- 
ment of  Ashpitel  v.  Bryan,  in  error  (i),  Willes,  J.,  p.  725, 
points  out  that  distinction.     [Keating,  J.    This  Defendant 
Kne^  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  about  to  advance  money  on 
the  representation  arising  from  his  acceptance.]    Then  the 
■*^^  of  estoppel  does  not  go  so  far  as  this  case.     It  applies, 
^^'^t,  where  the  party  who  is  sought  to  be  estopped  has 
^''^^cle  a  direct  representation  of  some  fact,  or  secondly, 
^*^^re  the  parties  have  agreed  to  be  bound  by  certain 
^^^Mmed  facts.     But  this  is  a  case  of  mutual  mistake,  and 
^^  Court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  will  not,  without  the  strongest 
S^'^^nd  for  so  doing,  hold  that  the  Defendant  is  estopped 
y   liis  acceptance  of  a  bill,  afterwards  found  to  be  forged  : 
'^^'"^an  V.  Duck  (c). 


fannen  in  reply. — It  is  said  that  this  is  a  case  of  mutual 
^^take,  but  who  took  the  first  prejudicial  step?    Clearly 


(a)  1  H.  Bl.  569.  (6)  5  B,  ^  S.  723. 

(0  11  M.Sf  ir.  251. 
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1866.        the  Defendant,  upon  whose  acceptance  it  was  that  th« 

Phillipi      Plaintifis  agreed  to  part  with  their  money,  L  e.  to  alte 

Im  Tuurm.     ^''^'^    position.      According  to  the  rule  in    Piekard  « 

Sears  {a\  for  the  representation  thereby  made  the^Defen^ 

ant  must  be  responsible. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  shouB 
be  for  the  Plaintiffs.  If  it  were  necessary  I  should  be  S 
dined  to  decide  this  case  on  one  of  the  grounds  pressed  ^ 
Mr.  Hannen  that,  on  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  fa^ 
stated^  this  was  a  bill  payable  to  bearer.  The  Defends 
accepted  the  bill  for  the  honour  of  Canevaro^  whose  nax: 
was  forged.  The  acceptor  for  the  honour  of  Ccmev^ 
cannot  dispute  his  name  as  drawer;  and  as  the  paye^ 
one  Raffo,  and  the  case  finds  that  there  is  no  such  perse? 
I  should  be  inclined  tohold,  if  need  were,  that  according 
the  authorities  the  Defendant  in  so  accepting  was  in  tl 
position  that  Canevaro  would  have  been  in  if  he  h^ 
signed  the  bill,  and  that  he  has  made  himself  liable  ^ 
acceptor  for  a  bill  payable  to  bearer.  But  there  is  anotb^ 
(ground  on  which  it  may  be  sufficient  to  rest  our  judgmei:B 
The  bill  in  question  was  sent  to  the  Plaintiffs  witli  a  lett^ 
from  Sultzberger,  informing  them  that  the  Defenda^ 
would  intervene  on  behalf  of  the  drawers,  and  saying  th< 
he  presumed  the  Plaintiffs  would,  on  the  Defendant 
signature  being  affixed,  discount  the  bill.  The  Plaintifl 
accordingly  presented  it  to  the  Defendant,  who  in  dm 
course  of  business  signed  an  acceptance  for  the  honour  C 
the  drawer.  Under  these  circumstances  the  Plaintiffs  agree* 
to  discount  the  bill,  and  the  money  was  advanced.  It  i 
clear  therefore  that  the  Plaintifis  were  induced  by  the  De 
fendant  to  make  that  advance  on  the  faith  that  he  had 
negotiable  instrument,  properly  indorsed.  The  money  c 
the  Plaintiffs  having  been  advanced  on  that  representatiofl 
the  Defendant  is  estopped  from  denying  the  facts,  and  tb: 
Plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  recover. 

(a)6  A.li  E.  469,  474. 
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YLBs,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     If  the  Defend'        1866. 
ant.  had  said,  in  measured  language, '^ The  names  on  these      Phillips 
bills  are  so  genuine  that  I  will  guarantee  the  payment  of    j^  thurm. 
the     bill  if  you  will  discount  it/'  could  he  dispute  the 
truth  of  the  statement  ?     I  presume  it  would  not  be  con- 
teiiided  that  he  could.     Now  the  letters  in  this  case,  and 
the    Defendant's  action  upon  them,  amount,  in  my  opinion, 
to  such  a  representation,  and  the  Plaintiffs  having  acted 
it,  the  Defendant  is  liable.     I  agree,  further,  that  as 
was  no  such  person  as  Raffo,  the  Defendant  would, 
for  the  reason  stated,  be  liable  as  acceptor  of  a  bill  payable 
^o  bearer. 

K  SATING,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  facts  are 
P^c^liarly  strong  to  prevent  the  Defendant  successfully 
<^ontesting  the  Plaintiffs'  claim.  The  Defendant,  not 
^'^^i^ly  accepted  for  honour  of  the  drawer,  but  also  with 
^^  Vnowledge  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  about  to  part  with 
^eir  money  on  the  faith  of  his  representation.  Knowing 
^'^9  he  nevertheless  does  that  which  must  surely  be  taken 
^  l>«  a  representation  that  the  drawer  was  a  solvent  party, 
*ncl  on  the  faith  of  which  ^* Plana*'  was  enabled  to  obtain 
^*^^    money  from  the  Plaintiffs. 

Tie  Defendant  is  not  merely  estopped  within  the  rule  in 
^<^fiardv.  Sears  (a),  but  he  is  also  within  the  rule  that 
*^^re,  in  consequence  of  a  fraud,  one  of  two  innocent 
'^^•^tiies  is  to  suffer,  the  one  who  enabled  it  to  be  com- 
^^^^  must  be  the  person  to  bear  the  loss.  Here  it  is 
^^.T  that  the  Defendant  was  such  a  person.  I  agree  also 
^^ia  the  rest  of  the  Court  as  to  the  other  point. 


MiTH,  J.     I  agree  with  the  other  members  of  the  Court 

^-"^  the  Defendant  was  estopped,  under  the  circumstances 

^lis  case,  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  bill.     I  also 

»^^^^e  that  the  bill  must  be  taken  as  payable  to  bearer. 

^^  Defendant,  by  his  acceptance,  placed  himself  in  the 

(a)  eA.^K  469. 
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1866.        poBition  of  Canevaro^  and  having  thereby  caused  the  bLVV. 


0. 

Ill  Thurm. 


Phillips      ^  Circulate  as  a  negotiable  instrument,  the  payee  being 
the  same  time  a  fictitious  person,  he  is  Uable  as  accepti 
of  a  bill  payable  to  bearer. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintifii^ 


Bateman  v.  The  Mid- Wales  Railway  Compan 
The  National  Discount  Company  v.  The  M 
Wales  Railway  Company. 

OVEREND,  GURNEY  &  CoMPANY  V.  ThE  MiD-WaI— 

j^ay  8.  Railway  Company. 


BillqfMehange.  1.  A  railway  company  incorporated  to  make  a  railway  under  a  special 
Power  qfeoT'  of  Parliament,  with  which  the  general  railway  Acts  are  incorporate<l  -^ 

poratiomt  aggre-  not  empowered,  in  the  absence  of  express  authority,  to  accept  billf 

gate  to  accept,  exchange. 

Railway  com-  2.  In  an  action  against  such  a  company  as  acceptors  of  a  bill  of  exchange  s 
pany.  Held,  that  this  was  a  defence  admissible  under  the  plea  of  mem 

Pleading,  perunt, 

rilHESE  were  actions  brought  by  the  respective  Plainti 

as  indorsees  of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  17. 
Watson  ic  Co.,  payable  to  their  own  order  and  accepted 
the  Defendants ;  and  came  before  the  Court  under  circu 
stances  exactly  similar. 

The  pleas  denied  the  acceptances  respectively.     At  tt^^ 
trial  of  the  first  case,  before  Byles,  J.,  in  London,  at 
sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  the  only  evidence  given  was 
production  of  the  bill  sued  on,  the  acceptance  being 
the  following  form, — "  Accepted  by  order  of  the  board 
directors,  and  payable  at  the  Agra  and  Masterman^s  Ba 
(Limited),  John   Wade,  Secretary," — and  the  company^ 
seal  was  affixed. 
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rhe  MidU  Wales  Railway  Company  was  incorporated  by 
Mid'WaUs  Railway  Act,  1859  (22  &  23  Vict.  c.  Ixiii, 
'3f  And  by  that  and  a  subsequent  special  Act  in  I860, 
y  were  authorized  to  construct  a  railway  from  Llanidloes 
Newbridge,  and  these  Acts  contained  provisions  incor- 
^ting  therewith  the  general  Acts.  The  special  Acts 
'm  in  the  ordinary  form — and  contained  no  express  pro- 
CDu  empowering  the  company  to  accept  bills  of  ex- 
<Kige.  The  contractors  employed  to  construct  the  rail- 
r  were  Messrs.  Watson  &  Co.,  the  drawers  of  the  bills 
I  uestion,  which  were  given  to  them  on  account  of  work 
formed  by  them  as  contractors  on  that  railway. 
I>n  the  production  of  the  bill  it  was  objected  by  the 
fendants'  counsel,  that  the  Defendants  had  no  power  to 
ept  bills  of  exchange,  and  that  if  they  had,  the  bills 
"«  not  accepted  in  the  form  required  by  the  96th  section 
tlie  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict. 
C  The  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the  PlaintiflT, 
h  leave  to  the  Defendants  to  move. 
Txi  this  Term  the  Defendants  accordingly  obtained  a  rale 
L  in  each  case  to  set  aside  the  verdict  at  the  trial,  and 
t^ad  thereof  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  on  the  grounds 
^  they  had  no  power  by  law  to  accept  the  bills  declared 
;  that  such  acceptances  were  not  binding  on  them  ;  and 
^  even  if  bills  of  exchange  could  be  accepted  by  the 
fcndants,  the  bills  declared  on  were  not  accepted  in  such 
1%  as  to  be  binding  on  them. 


18aiL 


Bateman 
and  Others 

V. 

Mid-Wales 
Rail.  Co. 


'  D  the  two  first  of  these  cases, — 

^!dward  James  and  Sir  G,  Honyman  showed  cause. 
^  special  Act  of  the  Mid-  Wales  Railway,  22  &  23  Vict. 
^iii,  s.  I,  incorporates  the  Companies  Clauses  Consoli- 
ion  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  the  Lands  Clauses 
^solidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1 8,  and  the  Railways 
^iises  Consolidation  Act,  1 845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20 ;  and 
the  fourth  section  the  company  are  made  a  corporation. 
^  first  question  is,  whether  a   railway  company  can, 


i 


510  EASTER  TERM. 

1866.  ander  any  circumstances,  accept  bills  of  exchange.    It  ifi 

Bateman  difficult  to  see  why  a  company  formed,  as  this  is,  to  con 

V.  *^  struct  a  railway,  and  to  carry  on  the  business  of  carrier^^St 

^J*^*^^^^'  should  not  be   able   to   bind  themselves  by  such  B€ca^Ei:> 

Kail.  Co-  -^  ^_^ 

rities.  In  Story  on  Bills  of  Exchange^  ^c.  s.  79,  it  ir  « 
stated  tliat  it  may  now  be  taken  to  be  a  ^'  firmly  estaki^l)- 
lished  rule  in  America^  and  admitted,  to  a  great  extent,  if^  in 
Englandyiki^i  corporations  may  contract  and  bind  themsdr^  ^^afA 
by  contracts  not  under  seal,  made  through  the  instnimenH  ^so- 
tality  of  their  agents,  and  within  the  proper  scope  of  ttS-^ 
objects  and  purposes  of  their  charter.  But  the  question  >  '  ^ 
more  nice,  as  to  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  beconE^caie 
drawers,  or  indorsers,  or  acceptors  of  bills  of  exchange,  c^  ^ 
to  become  parties  to  any  other  negotiable  paper.  That  i 
express  authority  is  not  indispensable  to  confer  such 
right,  is  admitted.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  be  implied,  as  a 
and  appropriate  means  to  accomplish  the  objects  and 
poses  of  the  charter.  Corporations  are  expressly  mentioned 
in  the  statute  3  &  4  Anne^  c.  9,  respecting  promissory  not 
as  persons  who  make  and  indorse  negotiable  notes,  and  t 
whom  such  notes  may  be  made  payable;  and, as  the  stato^' 
gives  the  like  remedy  to  and  for  corporations  and  others  ^ 
upon  inland  bills  of  exchange,  it  implies  that,  by  the  custo^ 
of  merchants,  they  may,  in  some  cases  at  least,  draw,  indor^^^  * 
accept,  or  sue  upon  bills  of  exchange*  But  where  drawinj 
indorsing,  or  accepting  such  bills  is  obviously  foreign 
the  purposes  of  the  charter,  or  repugnant  thereto,  there  tl^* 
act  becomes  a  nullity,  and  not  binding  on  the  corpoi 
tion."  That  is  the  true  rule  on  the  question  whether 
railway  company  can  bind  themselves  at  all.  Now  tb 
company  was  incorporated  to  do  certain  things,  and  it 
evident  that,  in  order  to  carry  on  operations  for  that  pa 
pose,  various  materials  would  have  to  be  purchased ; 
can  it  be  said  that  in  regard  to  such  articles  the  compan 
have  no  power  to  give  security  for  their  value  by  bills  of 
change  ?    Partners  have  the  right  to  accept  bills  binding  oi 
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the  finn,  provided  they  are  accepted  for  purposes  witliin  the       1806. 

of  the  partnership,  and  a  railway  company  is  in  fact     bateman  " 
rtoership,  althoogh  in  the  one  case  the  members  are     and<>thcrs 
linaitedy  and  in  the  other  not.   The  Defendants  will  probably    Mid-Wales 
rely  on  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Waterworks  Com^ 
pcnmy  (a) ;  but  in  that  case  the  decision  of  the  Court  that  the 
Defendants  could  not  accept  bills  rested  on  two  grounds, 
firsty  that  they  were  not  a  trading  company,  and  secondly, 
that  to  allow  them  to  do  so  would  be  a  violation  of  the 
privilege  of  the  Bank  of  England.    As  to  the  latter  ground, 
the  prohibition  referred  to  in  the  judgment  no  longer  exists ; 
and  as  to  the  former,  although  the  Court  decided  that  the 
company  were  not  traders ;  here  it  is  submitted  the  Defend- 
ants were  so ;  and  thus  there  would  be  an  implied  power 
to  accept  bills  for  the  purposes  of  their  trade.    Bayley,  J., 
•^y*»  p.  8 :   "  There  being  no  power  expressly  given  to 
them  to  make  promissory  notes,  or  to  become  parties  to 
Wlls  of  exchange,  I  should  doubt  very  much,  (even  if  the 
^nk  Acts  were  entirely  out  of  the  question,)  whether  such  a 
^^I'poration  would  have  any  power  so  to  bind  themselves  for 
purposes  foreign  to  those  for  which  they  were  originally 
^tablished."     But  here,  it  will  not  be  denied  that  the 
defendants  are  carriers,  and  if  so,  all  the  usual  incidents  of 
^■^  trade  of  carriers  must  attach  to  them.     As  such,  they 
^>^  naade  liable,  by  stat.  6  &  6  VicL  c.  122,  s.  10,  to  the  bank- 
'^Ptcy  laws.     If  indeed  it  is  assumed  that  the  bills  in  ques- 
*^*^  were  not  accepted  for  purposes  for  which  the  company 
established,  cadit  quastio  ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  ex- 
for  which  those  bills  were  given  did  fall  within  the 
^^pe  of  the  company's  authority.     In  the  last  cited  case, 
P*  1 2,  Best,  C.  J.,  refers  to  Stark  v.  The  Highgate  Arch- 
^^  Company  (6),  and  states  that  there  the  Court  of  Com- 
^Ot^  Pleas  seemed  to  think  that  unless  express  authority 
^^  given,  by  the  Act  establishing  the  company,  to  make 
f'^Ynissory  notes  eo  nomine,  a  corporation  could  not  bind 
^^If  except  by  deed.      But  that  proposition  does  not 
(a)  3  B.  ^  Aid,  1.  (6)  5  Taunt.  702. 
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1866.       meet  the  present  point,  which  is  whether  the  Defend 
Bateman      can,  under  any  circumstances,  bind  themselves  by  bills  ■■  mj( 
and  Others     exchange.     In  Murray  v.  The  East  India  Company  Q_^) 
Mid- Wales    it  is  stated  that  the  power  of  the  East  India  Company       -to 
issue  bills  was  recognized  by  the  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  4-^^; 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  right  was  originally  giv  ^^mn 
by  Act  of  Parliament     It  was   assumed  that  the  rig — lit 
existed,  the  only  question  being  whether  assumpsit  woo^ald 
lie,  and  it  was  held  that  it  would.    The  case  of  Hender^^'^on 
V.  The  Australian  Royal  Mail  Steam  Navigation   Co-      m- 
pany(b)  may  be  referred  to  as  showing  in  what  kind  of  cczzdo- 
tracts  corporations  must  contract  by  deed.    The  prese— tDt, 
however,  were  simple  contract  debts,  for  which  bills         of 
exchange  might  properly  be  given^  and  on  which  theref<^^«>re 
the  Defendants  are  liable. 

Secondly,  if  the  Defendants  are  right  in  saying  that  th^^ey 
cannot  accept  bills  of  exchange,  they  ought  to  have  ^inie- 
murred  to  the  declaration.  The  question  is  whether  K^  k 
issue  is  proved,  and  as  acceptances  by  the  Defendasrs^s 
have  been  established,  the  verdict  in  these  cases  ms.^^ 
necessarily  be  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

[He  proceeded  to  argue,  thirdly,  that  assuming  the  J^^^ 
fendants  had  power  to  accept  bills,  the  form  of  the  accept  *^^ 
ance  was  sufficient ;  but  on  this  point  the  Court  gave 
decision.] 

Karslake  and    Holland  in  support  of  the   rule. — ^Th^ 
fallacy  of  the  PlaintifTs  argument  lies  in  supposing  th 
because   a  company  requires  money  for  the  purpose 
making  a  railway,  they  can  raise  that  money  by  means 
bills  of  exchange.    This  company  was  formed  for  a  di 
tinct  purpose  and  with  a  limited  capital,  and  neither  in  th 
special  Act  nor  in  the  general  Acts  is  there  the  sligh 
ground  for  saying  that  they  have  authority  to  raise  mone 
by  bills  of  exchange.     It  is  not  a  trading  corporation,  an 

(a)  5  B.  ^  AU.  204.  (6)  5  £/.  4  B.  409. 
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if  a  corporation  does  engage  in  trade,  there  is  a  dis-        1666. 
tinc^Cion  between  such  a  corporation  and  one  established  for     bateman 
the  fnarpases  of  trade.     Prima  facie  corporations  can  con-    ^^  Others 
tracr-^  by  deed  only,  and  if  in  some  cases  they  can  be  bound    Mid-Wales 
by    mmple  contracts,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  can  be  by 
bill^.  In  East  London  Waterworks  Company  w,  Bailey  (a) ^ 
•Bes^^  C.  J.  (p.  288),  states  that  one  exception  to  the  rule 
tha.^    corporations  can  express  their  will  only  by  writing, 
und^r  the  common  seal,  arises  in  the  case  of  corporations 
^^i^e^ted  for  the  purpose  of  trade,  such  as  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
.    But  he  explains  the  exception  by  saying  '^  that  the 
object  of  that  institution  requires  that  it  should  have 
tile     power  of  issuing  bills  of  exchange  and   promissory 
'^'^tes."    And  in  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Waterworks 
^^^fsi^pany  (&),  Bayley^  J.,  states  in  effect  that  the  power  to 
beoome  parties  to  bills  of  exchange  must  either  have  been 
glinted  to  that  company  expressly  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment under  which  it  was  established,  or  must  be  clearly  im- 
plied from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  created.  [^Keating,]. 
^here  a  trading  qompany  has  been  empowered  to  accept 
billa  of  exchange,  has  not  the  means  of  doing  so  been 
pointed  out?]      It  does  not  appear  that  any  mode  was 
pointed  out  to  the  East  India  Company.     In  Reg.  v.  The 
C^<mncilof  Lichfield {c)y  Lord  Benman,  C.  J.,  in  speaking 
of  ci  municipal  corporation,  states  that  "  Stat.  7  Will.  4  & 
1    Vtct.  c.  78.  s.  28.  expressly  sanctions  the  borrowing  of 
^aaoney  to  pay  debts  contracted  by  tlie  corporation  before 
the    passing  of  stat.  6  &  6  Will.  4.  c.  76.  and  shows  that 
the  borrowing  of  money  for  other  purposes  is  not  sanctioned 
■^y  the  legislature."     And  Patteson,  J.,  adds  :  "  Here  the 
ooiToiviDg  was  not  for  such  a  purpose,  and  therefore  is 
*^ot  within  the  statutes.     Whether  there  be  any  remedy  for 
*"®  lender  I  do  not  now  inquire  :    There  is  none  upon  the 
^^te,   because   this   is  not  a  trading  corporation."      See 


(a)  4  Bing.  283.  (b)  3  B.  ^  Aid.  1,  3. 

(0  4  Q.  B.  893,  907,  908. 
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Batbman 
and  Otben 

«• 
Mid-Walei 

Kail.  Co. 


also  The  Mayor  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton  (a);  Dickinson  ▼. 
Valpy  (b) ;  Steele  v.  Harmer  (c) ;  Burmester  v.  Norris(<i) ; 
Nicholls  V.  Diamond  (e) ;  Aggs  v.  Nicholson  (/).     In  the 
case  of  Chambers  v.  Manchester  and  Milford  Sailway 
Company  (g\  Crompton^  J.,  states  that  the  law  as  to  th 
authority  of  a  corporation  created  by  Act  of  Parliamen 
for  particular  purposes,  with   special   power,  is  correctl 
laid  down  in   The  South  Yorkshire  Railway  and  Rive 
Dun   Company  v.   The   Great   Northern   Railway  d 
pany  (h),  by  Parke^  B.,  who  states  that  the  deed  of 
company,  though  under  the  corporate  seal  regularly  affix 
will  not  bind  them  if  expressly  from  the  statute,  or 
necessary  inference,  it  appears  that  the   deed   was  ul 
vires. 

In  other  cases,  such  as  cemeteiy  companies,  and  miniL 
and  salvage  companies,  it  has  been  held  that  they  have 
power  to  accept  bills  of  exchange.    If  it  were  intended  t 
companies  should  have  power  to  bind  themselves  by  nej 
tiable  instruments,  it  is  extraordinary  that  the  Compare  S^ 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict,  c,  16,  sho^vJi  Id 
contain  no  provisions  as  to  bills  of  exchange  or  promi8»^»y 
notes.    The  absence  of  such  a  provision  is  remarkable,  ^&nd 
gives  good  reason  for  saying  that  no  such  power  exists.  n7Aie 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  45,  is    ^tie 
only  general  Act  where  express  power  is  given  to  corporations 
to  accept  bills.     {^Byles,  J.,  referred  to  the  Companies  A^^ 
1862,  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  47,  by  which  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes  are  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  issu 
on  behalf  of  any  company  under  that  Act,  if  made,  accepi 
or  indorsed  in  their  name  by  any  one  acting  under  their  m^  "^ 
thority,  or  if  made,  accepted  or  indorsed  on  account  of 
company  by  any  one  acting  under  their  authority.]    Th 
section  sends  us  back  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  under  wbi 


i 


(a)  6  M.4  ir.  815. 
(6)  10  B.  ^  C.  128. 
(f)  14  Af.4  W.  831. 
(d)  6  Ex,  796. 


(0  9  Ex.  154. 
(/)  1  H.^  N.  165. 
(g)  5  B.^S.  588,  605. 
(A)  9  &.  55,  84. 
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Jie  company  was  associated.  The  acceptance  of  bills  of 
^change  by  the  common  seal  of  a  corporation  being  un- 
Lnovrn  to  the  law  merchant,  and  no  Act  of  Parliament 
^ving  power  to  this  corporation  so  to  accept,  the  Defend- 
tnts  are  not  bound  by  such  acceptance.  As  regards  the 
[uestion  whether  this  company  are  traders,  the  mere  fact 
>f  t^lieir  being  carriers  does  not  make  them  traders.  Car- 
7^^g  is  a  business,  not  a  trade ;  and  there  is  a  distinction 
^"^^ween  these  terms :  Harris  v.  Amery,  ante,  p.  357,  per 
'^^'iw,  J.,  p.  366.  They  referred  to  Richardson's  and 
^^^luoiVLS  Dictionaries. 

'^Vs  to  the  form  of  pleading,  the  Defendants  would  have 
"'^•^d  if  they  had  demurred  :  Hill  v.  The  Manchester  and 
^^^jfard  Waterworks  Company  {a). 

(?They  then  referred  to  the  mode  of  acceptance.] 


1866. 


^▲TBMAN 

and  Othen 

9. 

Mid-Walbi 
Rail.  Co.  * 


In  the  third  case, — 

-^3omU  and  Mathew  showed  cause,  and  contended  that 
•'^^x^  was  nothing  in  the  law  merchant  or  in  the  law  of 
^'^Sland  to  prevent  corporations  from  accepting  bills  of 
^oliange ;  that  there  being  at  least  a  prim&  facie  right  on 
"^^  part  of  corporations  so  to  do,  the  onus  was  thrown  on 
-b^  other  side  to  show  that  they  had  not  the  right ;  and 
^^"t,  at  all  events,  they  could  accept  bills  for  goods  which 
^d  been  supplied  to  them.  As  to  the  form  in  which 
•*te  question  was  raised,  they  argued  that  the  proper  course 
^ould  have  been  for  the  Defendants  to  move  in  arrest  of 
J^^gment. 

They  cited  the  following  cases:— 2^  Scottish  North 

Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Stuart  (6) ;  Serrell  v.  The 

*^^riyshire,    Staffordshire^  and  Worcestershire  Railway 

Company  (c) ;    Bostock  v.  The  North  Staffordshire  Rail- 

(a)  5  B.  4  Ad.  866. 

(6)  3  Macq.  382,  per  Lord  WemUydale,  415. 

(c)  9  C.  B.  811. 

^<>^-  1.— C.P.  0  0 
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1866.  way  Company  {a\  Halford  y.  Cameron's  Coalbrook,  ffc. 
Bat  EMAIL  Railway  Company  {b) ;  WiUon  v.  The  Hartlepool  Harbowr 
and  Oihert     ^^^  Railway  Company  (c). 

Mid-Wales 

Rail.  Co.  Holland,  in  support  of  the  rule,  urged  that  even  if  com- 

mon law  corporations  could  grant  bills  of  exchange,  there 
was  a  distinction  between  them  and  statutory  corporatioDftt 
and  that  there  the  onus  of  proof  was  on  the  Plaintifi  to 
show  that  railway  corporations  could  so  bind  themselves. 
He  referred  to  Byles  on  Hills,  p.  66,   9th   ed.,  aa 
Lindley  on  Partnership,  pp.  213,  214. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  These  were  actions  by  the  indorsees  agiin^^^ 
the  acceptors  of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  and  the  plc^  ^ 
were  that  the  Defendants  did  not  accept     It  appears  llii»  ^ 
the  Defendants  are  a  corporation,  incorporated  for  th>^ 
purpose  of  making  a  railway,  by  virtue  of  a  special  Ac^^  •- 
of  Parliament,  with  which  certain  general  Acts  are  inooi 
porated.  I  take  it  to  be  settled  that  a  company  estaUisbi 
for  a  distinct  purpose  cannot  be  bound  by  contracts  fsm^' 
tered  into  by  them   in   regard  to  matters  foreign  to  th^^ 
purpose  of  their   incorporation.     Such   a  contract  would* 
not  bind,  because  it  would  be  ultra  vires.     The  questioi 
then  turns  on  the  purpose  for  which  this  company 
incorporated.     Now  that  was   to  make  and  construct  ^^ 
railway,  and  that  being  so,  can  it  be  bound  by  its  a(^-^ 
ceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange?     I  am  of  opinion  that*-* 
cannot.     A  bill  of  exchange  is  a  contract  in  itself,  bind^ 
ing  on  the  person  who  puts  his  name  thereto  in  faf(^^ 
of  indorsees   for   value,    whoever   they   may  be;   and    * 
consider   it  is  contrary  to   all  one's  notions  of  a  bill  c^* 
exchange  to  say  that  it  shall  be  good  or  bad,  in  the  bancS^ 
of  third  parties,  according  as  the   consideration  bctwe^** 
the  original  parties  was  or   was   not  valid.      It  wotti"» 
indeed,  be  most  prejudicial  to  hold  that  a  bill  would 

(fl)  4  E.  4-  B.  798,  815,  per  Erfe,  C.  J. 
(b)  16  Q.  B.  442. 
(r)  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  241. 
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;ood  if  given  for  work  done  on  the  railway ;  and  yet  to 
ay  that  it  would  be  void  if  granted  for  loans  made  in 
xcess  of  the  company's  power  of  borrowing.  The  in- 
•onvenience  of  such  a  supposed  state  of  things  is  obvious, 
i^hat  being  so  in  principle,  how  does  the  matter  stand  as 
regards  the  authorities  ?  I  can  find  no  case  of  such  an 
ictioo  having  been  brought  where  payment  was  enforced, 
rbere  are,  however,  three  cases  which  are  in  the  nature 
^  exceptions,  and  they  go  to  prove  the  rule.  The  Bank 
England  has  the  power  to  accept  bills,  but  that  was  one 
&he  chief  objects  of  its  incorporation.     In  Stark  v.  The 

hgate  Archway  Company  (a),  power  to  issue  bills 
specially  given  to  the  company.     In  Murray  v.  Tfie 

i  India  Company  (6),  that  company  had  authority 
Lxited  to  them  for  the  purpose,  and  by  later  statutes 
^Xi  a  power  was  expressly  confirmed.  No  other  cases 
^  be  cited  where  bills  of  exchange  granted  by  corpora- 
K^s  have  been  held  to  be  valid.  In  Broughton  v.  The 
^'mcf/ester  Waterworks  Company  (c),  Bayley^  J.  (p.  8), 
^^diing,  as  I  understand,  of  corporations  in  general, 
-Kais  to  entertain  a  doubt  whether  such  bills  could  be 
^^  by  them  without  proof  being  cast  upon  them  to 
that  they  had  such  power.  If  so,  the  reasoning  ap- 
with  greater  force  where  companies  are  incorporated, 
Uiis  one  is,  for  a  special  purpose ;  for  then  it  must  be 
^«  clearly  to  appear  that  they  are  not  acting  ultra  vires, 
^l^ink  therefore  that  both  on  principle  and  authority 
'^^  acceptances  were  not  binding,  and  that  the  plea  is 
't^ned. 


1866. 


^ATBMAN 

ind  Others 

». 

Mid-Walbi 

Rail.  Co. 


YLE8,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  These  cases  are 
»  cloubt  important  both  as  regards  the  amount  at  stake 
4  tie  contention  of  the  Plaintiffs  that  railway  companies 
tn  bind  themselves  by  bills  of  exchange.    In  the  course  of 

W  5  Tjwii/.  792.  (c)  8  B.  *  Aid,  1. 

O  5  A  4-  Aid.  204. 

00  2 
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1866.       the  argument  I  asked  for  a  precedent  sapporting  that  con- 

Bateman      tention,  but  none  was  produced;  and  I  cannot  but  feel 
ind  Otheri     ^j^^^  j^  ^j^^^.^  j^^^  ^^^  ^j^^  j^^^  ^^^^^  ^y^^^  ^^  matter, 

^^'^i,^^*    the  market  would  have  been  saturated  by  such  bills. 

Rail,  Co.  -^        , 

This  is  not  a  common  law  corporation.  It  is  one  crea 
by  statute ;  and  there  is  strong  authority  for  saying  that 
if  it  were  a  corporation  at  common  law,  it  could  not  issue  bill 
of  exchange.  Three  cases  have  been  cited  where  corporatiom^od^is 
have  been  held  authorized  to  issue  such  bills,  and  no  o 
cases  could  be  mentioned  to  us.     In  regard  to  the  Bank 
England,  that  is  an  association  incorporated  for  the  ve 
purpose.    The  East  India  Company  were  authorized  to 
BO,  and  if  not  authorized  at  the  time  the  company 
created,  their  exercise  of  such  a  power  was  at  least  ratifi^s^ 
by  statute  (a) ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Highgate  Archw^a^j 
Company,  power  to  issue  promissory  notes  was  expre»Ij 
given  (i).     There  being  no  authority  showing  that  a  cooa- 
mon  law  corporation  can  accept  bills,  the  difficulty  is  9MHI 
greater  with   statutory  corporations.      In  Bronghton    ^. 
The  Manchester  Waterworks  Company (c),  power  wasgiren       -,._ 
to  make  waterworks  and  to  obtain  the  necessary  materials; 
but  power  to  issue  bills  was  not  given.     If  therefore  we 
knew  no  more  than  that  this  company  was  formed  under 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  we  should  hold  that  they  had  no 
power  to  accept.     But  we  have  the  constitution  of  the  com-  ,,^ 

pany  before  us,  and  we  find  that  it  was  formed  for  the      1.^ 
purpose  of  making  a  railway;  if  from  that  circumstance 
they  could  issue  bills,  so  could  the  Manchester  Company  ifl 
the  execution  of  their  waterworks. 

It  is  said  that  this  question  ought  to  have  been  raised  by 
demurrer.     The  person,  however,  who  stamped  this  bill 
purported  to  act  for  the  Defendants,  and  the  plea  says  in      ^^ 
effect  that  he  was  not  authorized  to  do  so.     I  think  it  is  > 
good  and  proper  mode  of  raising  the  question. 

(a)  5  fi.  4  Aid.  204.  (c)  ZB.^Ald.  1. 

(6)  5  Taunt.  792. 
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Kbatjno,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  question        1866. 
jfore  us  is  whether  this  company  can  accept  bills  of  ex-     ^V^^^" 
lange,  and  I  think  they  cannot.     I  rest  my  decision  on  v. 

le  Act  of  Parliament  constituting  the  company,  and  it  r^il.  Co. 
)pear8  to  me  to  be  clear  that  the  Legislature  has  in  this 
stance  guarded,  as  is  usual,  against  the  Defendants  rais- 
g  money  generally.  It  is  true  that  this  Act  of  Parlia- 
ent  incorporates  certain  general  Acts,  which  contain  pro- 
sions  authorizing  the  company  to  act  as  carriers ;  but  still 
>  power  is  conferred  upon  it  to  accept  bills  of  exchange. 
ne  of  the  general  Acts  refers  to  the  mode  in  which  com- 
mies may  contract,  and  it  is  strange  that  such  a  mode  of 
>ntracting  is  not  to  be  found  either  in  the  local  Act  or  in 
le  general  Act.  It  is  said  that  it  is  absurd  that  a  company 
hich  has  to  buy  materials  and  incur  debts  should  be  pre* 
aded  from  issuing  bills ;  but  there  is  a  difference  between 
,ying  that  a  railway  company  shall  be  liable  for  the  things 
ley  order,  and  saying  that  they  shall  have  power  to  accept 
lis  of  exchange  which  are  negotiable  and  circulate,  and 
bich  are  liable  to  be  upset  in  courts  of  justice  on  the 
round  that  they  are  ultra  vires.  It  is  clear  that  the  Legis- 
.ture  did  not  intend  to  give  this  company  any  such  power, 
id  that  being  so,  it  cannot  be  liable  in  the  present  action. 

Smith,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  Plaintiffs  as 

dorsees  sue  the  Defendants  for  an  alleged  breach  that 

ley  did  not  pay  bills  which  they  had  accepted.   The  action 

therefore  not  between  the  immediate  parties;  and  I  take 

that  the  Defendants  could  not  accept  those  bills  unless 

3wer  was  given  to  them  to  do  so.     Now  this  company 

as  constituted  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  railway ;  and 

it  is  held  that  a  company,  with  powers  given  to  them  for 

lat  purpose,  are  thereby  authorized  to  accept  bills,  it  must 

e  conceded  that  they  may  issue  them  to  an  unlimited 

xtent.     1  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  Legislature 

id  not  intend  that  railway  companies  should  issue  nego- 
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1866.       tiable  securities.     It  is  admitted  that  there  is  do  authorit]f^ 

Bateman     for  the  contrary  proposition;  while  there  is  abundant  reasoic: 

and  Othen     f^^  saying  that  in  ordinary  companies,  such  as  salvage,  gas.^ 

Mid-Wales    cemetery,  and  such  like  companies,  no  such  power  exists^ 

although  they  are  more  trading  in  their  nature  than  railway, 

companies,  to  which  the  duty  of  carriers  is  merely  incf  < 

dental. 

Corporations  created  for  trade  may  no  doubt  have  tlcij 
power  to  issue  bills  as  incidental  to  the  purposes  for  whid:^ 
they  were  formed.     That  is  the  case  when  their  prima^^ 
purpose   is  trade — buying  and  selling.     In   those  cas^s 
however,   where  the  companies  are  of  a  character  ai^.^ 
logous  to  the  present,  the  opinion  of  text  writers  is  strong;-/^ 
against  the  view  that  they  can  issue  negotiable  instrumea^^ 
The  late  Mr.  J.  W.  Smith,  in  his  treatise  on  MercaotiJis 
Law,  says  (pp.  105-6, 7th  ed.) :  ^' A  trading  corporation  ma/ 
differ  from  others  as  to  its  powers  of  contracting,  and  its 
remedies  on  contracts  relating  to  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  formed.    Thus,  such  a  corporation  may,  in  some  cases, 
bind  itself  by  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange;  and 
it  was  even  held  that  the  Bank  of  England  might,  without 
deed,  appoint  an  agent  for  such  purposes.     But  a  co^ 
poration  will  not  have  these  extraordinary  powers,  unless 
the  nature  of  the  business  in  which  it  is  engaged  raises 
a  necessary  implication  of  their  existence."     No  express 
power  being  given   here,  and   no   necessary   implication 
arising  that  the  Defendants  have  power  to  accept  bills  o' 
exchange,  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  tbinkioK 
that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged^ 
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Kynnaird  v.  Leslie.  ^7*28.' 


lie  grandfather  of  a  testator  having  been  attainted  for  treason,  went  abroad  TitU  bydeieent. 
and  married,  and  had  issue  of  the  marriage,  /.  and  M.,  both  of  whom  Marriage 
married  and  had  issue.    By  letters  patent  of  39  Geo,  3,  certain  lands  abroad  after 
were  granted  to  A.  /.,  the  eldest  son  of  J.,  in  fee,  who  devised  them  to  attainder, 
F.,  bis  first  cousin,  and  the  eldest  son  of  if.,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Corruption  qf 
T.  his  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  &c.,  and  ''  in  blood, 
default  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of  his  own  right  heirs,"  and  died  without  Eeekeat. 
iaaue.    I'he  will  also  contained  a  residuary  devise  in  favour  of  the  tes-  Reeiduary  de- 
tator's  widow.    All  the  limitations  for  life  and  in  tail  male  failed,  and  vite, 
in  ejectment  the  representative  of  the  residuary  devisee  claimed  the 
lands  against  the  representative  of  F.*t  daughter,  she  being  heiress  of 
the  testator,  upon  the  ground  that  no  person  in  lineal  descent  from 
her  great  grandfather  could  be  heir  to  the  testator,  and  that  the  estates 
passed  under  the  residuary  devise.    Held  : 

1.  That  the  marriage  of  the  testator's  grandfather  abroad,  after 
his  attainder,  was  valid,  and  the  issue  of  such  marriage  legi* 
timate ;  and  semble,  it  would  have  been  the  same  had  Sie 
marriage  taken  place  in  this  country. 

3.  That  it  is  a  rule  of  law  that  a  descent  between  brothers  is  im- 

mediate, and  that  the  father  need  not  be  named  in  the  pedi- 
gree as  a  link  in  tracing  the  inheritance  from  a  brother  who 
has  died  seised  to  another  brother;  but  only  as  a  link  in 
tracing  the  consanguinity. 
8.  That  in  like  manner  where  the  descent  is  between  cousins,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  common  ancestor  should  be  named 
as  a  link  in  tracing  the  inheritance :  and  that  F.,  the  cousin 
of  tlie  testator,  from  whom  the  defendant  traced  his  title,  was 
the  testator's  heir. 

4.  Qiueret  whether  in  case  the  testator  had  left  no  heir,  the  estates 

would  have  gone  to  the  residuary  devisee  or  have  escheated. 

TIHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  recover 
*-  possession  of  certain  lands  situate  in  the  county  of 
forthumberland. 

On  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sit- 
jigs  after  last  Trinity  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff 
laimed  the  lands  in  question  as  devisee  under  the  will 
f  Anne  Dowager  Countess  of  Newburghy  who  died  in 
Vugusty  1861,  and  whose  title  was  based  upon  a  resi- 
uary  devise  contained  in  the  will  of  Anthony  James  Earl 
f  Newburgliy  her  late  husband.  Upon  reference  to  the 
ecompanying  pedigree  it  will  be  seen  that  Charles  Had- 
Uffe  was  the  grandfather  of  the  testator.     Charles  Had- 
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1866.  cliffe^  the  eldest  surviving  son  of  Edward  Earl  of  L 
Ktnnaied  wentwater,  in  1716  was  attainted  for  treason.  He  af) 
Lbslik.  wards  escaped  from  the  Tower  and  went  on  the  contim 
and  in  1724  married  Charlotte  Maria  the  Countess 
Newhurghf  at  Brussels.  Several  children  were  bom 
the  marriage,  but  two  of  them  only  died  leaving  issue,  i 
James  Bartholomewy  the  father  of  the  testator,  who  \ 
born  in  France  in  1725,  and  Mary^  who  was  also  b 
abroad.  Charles  Radcliffe^  having  subsequently  retur 
to  England^  was  executed  on  his  attainder ;  and  afterwa 
by  letters-patent  of  the  39  Oeo.  3,  reciting  (tnier  alia) 
Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  thirty-fourth  year  of 
same  reign,  intituled  ''  An  Act  to  enable  his  Majesty 
grant  in  Fee  simple  certain  Estates,  vested  in  him  by  rea 
of  the  Attainders  of  the  Persons  therein  named,  to  the  1 
scendants  of  such  attainted  Persons,"  and  taking  not 
that  Anthony  James  was  the  grandson  of  Charles  Bi 
cliffe,  his  Majesty  granted  to  Anthony  James  and  his  be 
the  manor  of  Ambell,  including  the  lands  in  question,  whi 
had  become  vested  in  the  Crown  by  reason  of  the  esch 
thereinbefore  mentioned.  Anthony  James  by  his  will  m 
on  the  23rd  December,  1812,  devised  his  NorthumberU 
estates  to  his  first  cousin  Francis  for  life,  with  remain 
to  Thomas  his  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue 
tail  male,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  Francis,  the  I 
ther  of  Thomas,  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issui 
tail  male,  and  ^^  in  default  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of 
own  right  heirs." 

The  testator,  in  a  previous  part  of  the  same  will,  had 
vised  certain  other  estates  in  Sussex  and  Oloucestershir 
precisely  the  same  manner,  except  that  he  gave  a  life  es 
in  those  to  his  wife ;  and,  having  made  those  dispo6iti< 
he  devised  to  trustees  all  and  singular  his  freehold,  copyl 
and  leasehold  estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  i 
thereinbefore  by  him  disposed  oO  of  or  to  which  he 
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person  or  persons  in  trust  for  him  was  or  were,  or  at        ^866. 
time  of  his  decease  should  be  seised  or  entitled  for     Ktnvaird 
\y  estate  of  freehold  and  inheritance,  or  freehold  only,       Leslib. 
possession,  reversion,  remainder  or  expectancy,  or  over 
hich  he  had  any  power  of  appointment  (except  estates 
in  him  by  way  of  trust  or  mortgage),  and,  as  to  his 
cx>p3hold  estates,  whether  he  should  have  surrendered  the 
BACKme  to  the  nse  of  his  will  or  not,  and  also  all  the  mes- 
Buci^^es  or  tenements  which  at  the  time  of  his  decease  he 
alio  mild  hold  for  any  term  or  terms  of  years,  and  all  and 
Bio^nlar  bis  personal  estate  not  thereinbefore  by  him  spe- 
cificity bequeathed,  to  hold  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use 
^f  tie  trustees  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  thereof 
''^^pectively,  upon  trust,  that  they  the  trustees  should,  with 
ul   €30Qvenient  speed  after  his  decease,  call  in  and  convert 
^^^o  money  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and  should 
^"^olutely  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  residue  of  his  free- 
l^old  estates  and  his  copyhold  and  leasehold  estates,  either 
^^tiidy  and  altogether  or  in  parcels,  by  public  auction  or 
P'^^ate  contract,  for  such  prices  as  to  the  trustees  should 
^^^xn  reasonable.     And  the  testator  declared  his  will  to  be, 
^^t  the  trustees  should  be   possessed  of  the  monies  to 
^'^^c  by  such  sale,  and  of  the  rents,  &c.  of  the  heredita- 
>^eots  and  premises  in  the  meantime,  upon  trust  that  they 
^■^ould  with  and  out  of  the  same  pay  and  satisfy  all  his 
^^  ots,  but  not  including  mortgages  and  some  other  charges 
Mentioned,  and  should  stand  and  be   possessed  of  the 
^idue  of  the  said  trust  monies,  after  answering  the  trusts 
^^  purposes  aforesaid,  upon  certain   trusts  in  case  he 
^^>idd  leave  any  issue  male  of  his  body  by  Anne  Countess 
^^  -^twburgh  living  at  the  time  of  his  death  who  would  have 
*^^'^H)ine  entitled  to  a  sum  of  15,420/.  13*.  8d.  thereinbefore 
^^Utioned,  and  declared  that  (subject  to  the  trusts  therein- 
<)re  contained)  the  trustees  should  stand  and  be  pos- 
of  and  interested  in  the  said  last-mentioned  trust 
^oiuesi  in  trust  for  the  said  Anne  Countess  of  Newburgh, 
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1866.       her  executors,  administratorB  and  assigns,  for  her  and  their 
Ktnnaulb     own  absolute  use  and  benefit 
LsiLiB.  Anthony  James  died  on  the  28th  November ,  1814,  with- 

out issue,  and  on  the  21st  December^  1827,  the  residuary 
devisees  in  trust  and  executors  appointed  in  his  will,  by  a 
deed  reciting  the  residuary  devise  above,  and  that  they 
had  discharged  all  the  debts  of  the  testator  without  dis* 
posing  of  any  part  of  his  real  estate,  so  that  necessity  for 
selling  the  same  no  longer  existed,  and  that  his  widow^ 
Anne  Dowager  Countess  of  Newburghj  being  alone  inte- 
rested in  those  parts  of  the  real  estate  which  were  so  as 
aforesaid  devised  to  the  trustees  in  trust  to  be  sold,  had 
requested  them,  instead  of  disposing  of  the  same,  to  convej 
them  to  her,  which  they  had  consented  to  do,  conveyed 
them  to  her  absolutely.     She  died  in  1861. 

With  reference  to  the  title  of  the  Defendant,  it  appeared 
that  he  had  married  Dorothea  Eyre^  the  sister  of  the 
Thomas  and  Francis  above  mentioned ;  and  that  upon  the 
death  of  her  brothers  without  issue,  Thomas  in  1833,  and 
the  surviving  brother  in  1852,  she  claimed  to  be  right 
heir  to  Anthony  James,  By  two  deeds  she  and  her  hus- 
band had  limited  the  estates  in  question  to  such  uses  as 
she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  SQch 
appointment  to  the  uses  of  the  survivor,  duly  complying 
with  the  provisions  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74.  She  died  in 
1853,  having  by  a  codicil  devised  all  her  real  estates  to  her 
husband  absolutely,  and  he  was  in  possession  of  the  estate 
in  question. 

By  consent  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  Defendant,  with 
leave  reserved  to  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  him  on  the  grounds,  1st,  that  no  person  in  lineal  descent 
from  Charles  Radcliffe,  who  had  been  attainted,  could 
take  the  estate  in  question  as  heir  to  Anthony  James;  and 
2nd]y,  that  Anthony  James  having,  for  the  above  reason, 
no  heir  who  could  take  the  estate,  it  passed  under  the 
residuary  clause  in  his  will. 
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1866.  In  Hilary  Term  MeUish  obtained  a  role  aceoi 

Ktiiiiaied     <^i^i^g»  ^  to  the  Ist  pointy  Co.  LitL  8  a,  where  it  is  said 
LsiLiB*      *^  ^^^  some  have  holden,  that  if  a  man  after  he  be  attaints 
of  treason  or  felony  have  issue  two  sonnes,  that  the  one    « 
them  cannot  be  heire  to  the  other,  because  they  could  i^ 
be  heir  to  the  father,  for  that  they  never  had  any  heritat:: 
blood  in  them/'  and  Hobbey^s  case,  **  William  Hobbey     -; 
issue  fils  et  file,  William  le  peire  fuit  attaint,  fils  purcha^a 
et  morust  sans  issue ;  question  si  le  file  inberitera  a  lui     < 
nemi ;  et  resolve  que  cy.     1,  fuert'  nee  devant  FattaindB  < 
et  1  ont  loyal  sank  et  heritable  inter  euz,  que  ne  fuit  [^« 
due  per  corruption  apres.    2.  Sur  ground  de  LitV  que  di^^ 
fils  purchase  et  n'ad  heir  de  part  le  peire,  le  heir  de  part  k 
mere  avera  ceo ;  issint  icy  coment  que  ne  soit  loyal  sani 
inter  fils  et  file  per  peire,  uncore  del  part  de  mere  est  loya/ 
sank  "  (a).    That  case,  however,  is  observed  upon  in  Col' 
lingwood  v.  Paceijb),  where  the  Court  were  divided.    Am 
to  the  second  point  he  cited  Doe,  Lessee  of  Stewart,  v. 
Sheffield  (c),  where  under  a  devise  of  land  to  **  the  sisten" 
of  J.  H,  (generally),  their  heirs,  &c.,  as  tenants  in  comsm, 
and  not  as  joint  tenants,  it  was  held,  that  one  of  thtee 
sisters  of  J.  H.,  who  alone  survived  at  the  time  of  the 
devise  made,  and  who  also  survived  the  testator,  was  eft- 
titled  to  take  the  whole ;  and  that  even  if  she  had  betf 
only  entitled  to  a  part,  the  residue  would  not  have  ^ 
to  the  heir  at  law  as  in  case  of  a  lapsed  devise ;  wht 
supposes  the  deceased  sisters  to  have  been  once  capable 
taking  under  the  will ;   but  to  the  residuary  l^atee 
whom  was  devised  certain  other  lands,  ^*  and  also  all  c 
the  testator's  lands,  &c.  not  therein  before  disposed  o^ 
and  all  other  his  real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  ^ 
he  might  be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to,"  &c. 

(a)  Palmer^  19,  ind  S,  C,  4  Lton,  5,  ind  under  the  title  of  T 
V.  Bortiton  and  Adamt,  Noy't  Rep.  158. 
(6)  O.  Bridg.  410;  &  C,  1  Vent.  413;  1  Sid.  193. 
(c)  13  EMt,  526. 


■  * 
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The  Attorney' Oeneral  (Sir  R.  Palmer)  and  Manisty       1866. 
C.  Hall  and  Quain  with  them)  showed  cause. — Unless     Ktwaird 
16  Plaintiff  shows  a  better  title  than  the  Defendant,  who      lm^h, 
\  in  possession  and  claims  as  devisee  of  his  wife  Dorothea^ 
e  must  fail.     Upon  the  death  of  Anne^  the  widow,  in 
861,  all  the  limitations  in  her  husband's  will  antecedent 

>  the  limitation  to  the  testator's  own  right  heirs  had  come 

>  an  end ;  and  the  proposition  advanced  for  the  Plaintiff 
I,  that  if  the  testator  had  left  an  heir  at  law  capable  of 
iking  by  descent,  such  heir  would  have  taken  these 
states,  but  that  he  had  no  heritable  blood  at  the  time  of 
is  death,  and  therefore  that  the  estates  in  question  de- 
olved  upon  his  widow  under  the  residuary  clause.  Firstly, 
Bsuming  that  there  was  a  failure  of  heirs  for  the  reasons 
nggested,  that  is  immaterial  to  the  Plaintiff's  case.  The 
istator  died  in  1814,  and  the  law  as  altered  by  3  &  4 
Pifl.  4,  c.  106,  8.  3,  and  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  26, 
I  inapplicable  here.  The  Plaintiff  relies  upon  what  before 
838  was  the  operation  of  a  general  devise  of  real  estate 
1  the  residuary  form.  But  every  residuary  devise  in  a 
rill  made  before  that  year  is  a  specific  disposition  of 
be  lands  not  before  expressed  to  be  given  by  the  will. 

Thus,  if  a  testator,  being  seised  of  Blackacre  and  White- 
cre^  and  having  no  other  real  estate,  devise  Blackacre  to 
1.  in  fee,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  lands  to  B.,  B.  takes 
xaetly  that  which  he  would  have  taken  under  a  specific 
levise  of  Whiteacre^  and  no  more;  and  consequently,  if 
be  devise  to  A.  fail,  from  its  being  devoted  to  charity,  or 
rom  the  devisee  being  dead  at  the  time,  or  from  his  sub- 
equent  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  B.  can  no  more 
ake,  by  virtue  of  his  residuary  devise,  the  interest  so 
^?en  or  intended  to  be  given  to  il.,  than  he  could  have 
lone  under  a  specific  devise  of  another  property :"  1  Jar^ 
nan  on  Wills,  3rd  ed.  610,  where  the  authorities  are  col- 
ected,  and  at  p.  612,  the  author  seems  to  think  Doe, 
Leaee  of  Stewart  v.   Sheffield  {a\  relied   upon  for  the 

(a)  13  East,  526. 
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186ft  Plaintiff,  bad  law.  It  is  for  the  Plaintiff  to  show  thit 
KTmt^iRD  there  is  anything  here  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
LinLiB.  gener&I  rule.  If,  after  carving  out  a  partial  or  coDtiii* 
gent  interest,  a  testator  limited  the  reversion  in  fee,  or  the 
alternative  fee,  to  his  own  heirs,  such  devise,  though  inope- 
rative in  law  to  break  the  descent,  until  the  recent  eoict- 
roent  on  the  point  (3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  106^  s.  12),  was  coo- 
sidered  to  indicate  an  intention  to  exclude  this  propertj 
from  the  residuary  clause,  and  accordingly  such  reversioa 
devolved  to  the  heir :  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  3rd  ed.  615, 
citing  Amesbury  v.  Broum^  cited  2  W.  Bl.  739 ;  iZoftimoi 
V.  Knight  {a)  \  Smith  d.  Davis  v.  Saunders  (Jb).  As  to  the 
devolution  to  the  heir,  the  same  learned  writer  cites  Morgan 
V.  Surman  (c),  stating  that  the  position  in  his  text  is  rather 
an  inference  from  than  a  point  expressly  decided  in  that 
case.  Where  a  testator  made  the  same  disposition  of  hii 
estate  as  the  law.  would  have  done,  as  by  devising  bis 
lands  to  his  heir  at  law  in  fee,  it  was  a  mere  nullity,  and 
the  heir  would  take  by  descent  as  the  better  title :  6  CrxtfffV 
Big.  124,  4th  ed.  In  Boe  d.  Morris  v.  Underdoum(d)f 
cited  6  Cruises  Big.  133, 4th  ed.,  the  third  proposition  laid 
down  is,  that  where  a  testator  in  his  will  had  given  awaj 
all  his  estate  and  interest  in  certain  lands,  so  that  if  he 
were  to  die  immediately  nothing  remained  undisposed  of, 
he  could  not  intend  to  give  anything  in  those  lands  to  bia 
residuary  devisee.  In  Robinson  v.  Knight^a),  Ameslurji^' 
Brown  is  cited  at  p.  157,  and  set  out  as  taken  from  the 
Register's  Book  in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment  a* 
p.  160,  and  he  there  says  that,  "  the  principle  upon  which 
that  case  was  determined  was  on  the  intent,  that  it  {M 
was  not  intended  to  be  comprised  in  the  residuary  devise 
though  there  it  was  certain  that  the  remainder  was  void) 
and  that  the  heirs  at  law  took  by  reverter  and  in  descent* 

(a)  2  Eden,  155. 

(6)  2   W,  BL  736;  S.  C,  nomine  Doe  dem.   Davii  ▼.  Snmdert, 
Cowp,  420. 
(c)  1  Taunt.  289.  (d)  Wilk»'  Rep.  293. 
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And  it  seems  to  be  built  on  the  cases  oetermined  at  law,        1866. 
tbat  a  remainder  void  by  lapse  shall  not  fall  into  the  resi-     kt««aird 


dnary  clause.  Those  cases  are  founded  on  sound  reason, 
and  I  wonder  that  there  was  much  difficulty  about  them ; 
fc^  where  a  man  disposes  of  his  whole  interest  in  one 
tbingy  and  gives  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  possessions 
tp  another,  it  is  very  forced  and  absurd  to  suppose  that  by 
the  words  rest  and  residue  used  at  the  same  instant,  he 
oneant  a  residue  not  existing,  but  which  might  by  possi- 
bility exist  To  this  way  of  reasoning,  indeed,  is  objected 
tbe  case  of  personal  estate,  where  the  contrary  doctrine 
prevails;  but  the  true  answer  to  that  is,  that  the  law, 
eitber  from  the  words  of  the  Statute  of  Wills,  or  from  its 
fiivour  to  the  heir,  real  property  being  in  those  times  the 
material  or  general  object  of  the  law,  has  determined  that 
%  will  speaks  quoad  the  real  estate  from  the  time  of  making 
it,  qtioad  the  personal  from  the  death  of  the  testator." 
Bobinsan  v.  Knight  and  Amesbury  v.  Brown  were  ap- 
proved of  in  1770  in  Smith  dem.  Davis  v.  Saunders  {a), 
where  it  was  laid  down  that  a  residuary  clause  would 
^tend  to  every  latent  reversion  which  the  testator  might 
have  in  him,  unless  it  were  expressly  excluded  by  devise 
to  some  other  person  ;  that  in  case  such  latter  devise  be  to 
the  testator's  own  right  heirs,  although  they  cannot  take 
M  purchasers,  yet  as  the  whole  is  merely  a  question  of 
intention,  it  will  equally  operate  as  an  exclusion  of  the 
ifuduary  devise.  The  same  point  was  afterwards  decided 
apon  the  same  will  in  Doe  dem.  Davis  v.  Saunders  {b); 
and  see  Goodright  dem.  Earl  of  Buckinghamshire  v.  Mar^ 
fjKtf  of  Downshire  (c),  and  the  note,  2  Eden^  161.  Ames- 
bury  V.  Brown^  which  was  not  cited  in  2>oe,  Lessee  of 
SUwartj  V.  Sheffield  {d)^  and  that  class  of  cases,  govern 
th^  present.  The  question  is  one  of  intention  on  the 
ironstructipn  of  the  will,  and  it  is  not  conceivable  that 
the  testator  intended  that  these  estates  should  go  to  the 

(a)  2  W.  BL  Rep.  736.  (c)  2  fiof .  4  FuL  600. 

(6)  Onop.  420.  {d)  13  Eatt,  526. 
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residuary  devisee.     It  may  be  said  that  the  same 

LD     of  construction  would  not  apply  where  there  is  no 
u       but  on  the  face  of  this  will  the  testator  contemplates  th 
possibility  of  having  heirs,  and  during  his  whole  life  thar 
was  both  a  real  as  well  as  legal  possibility,  and  you  canni 
look  to  the  state  of  his  family  at  the  time  of  his  d 
Doe,  Lessee  of  Stewart,  v.  Sheffield  {a)  is  observed  u; 
in  Gamer  v.  Hannyngton  (b)  and  in  Smith  v.  Lomas{( 
where  it  was  held  that  where  a  will,  made  before  the  WiTl 
Act,  directs  an  accumulation  of  the  rents  of  real  estate 
excess  of  the  period  prescribed  by  the  Thelhisson  Act, 
heir  at  law,  and  not  the  residuary  devisee,  is  entitled  ^ 

the  rents  the  accumulation  whereof  is  rendered  invalid 
the  later  Act.     But  an  escheat  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
scent,  and  assuming  that  in  the  present  case  there  was.         mh) 
heir,  the  land  escheated  to  the  Crown :  Gardner  v. 
don{d);  3  Cruise's  Dig.  4th  ed.  tit.  zxz.  Escheat, 
It  is  for  the  Plaintiff  to  show  that  this  residuary 
defeats  the  Crown's  escheat.     The  intention  of  the 
tator  manifestly  was,  that  the  land  should  pass  by    de- 
scent, and  not  under  the  residuary  clause :  The  Earl    ^ 
Scarborough  v.  Doe  d.  Savile  (e) ;  Atkinson  v.  Holtin/  (^^ 
Secondly.  Did  the  testator  die  without  leaving  any  bei^* - 
The  law  is  plain  that  there  was  no  defect  of  herittb>-^^ 
blood  in  him.     If  a  descent  must  be  traced  through  oi 
who  has  been  attainted  the  land  escheats;  but  that 
applies  only  where  the  attainted  person  must  necessarily 
mentioned  in  the  pedigree   through  which  the  claim  i 
made,  and  if  the  pedigree  may  be  traced  without  mention^ 
ing  him,  the  attainder  works  no  escheat     The  blood  of  the 
children  of  one  who  has  been  attainted  and  who  are  iono 
cent  is  not  corrupted ;  and  if,  on  tracing  a  collateral  de 
scent,  it  is  necessary  to  go  up  the  pedigree,  you  may  go  i 
to  such  a  child  and  then  directly  across  to  his  or  her  bf 

(a)  13  Elut,  526.  (</)  Vaughan,  259,  269, 270 

(6)  22  Beav.  627, 680.  (0  Z  A,^  IL.  897, 963. 

(c)  33  L.  J.,  N.S.,  CA.  578,582.         (/)  10  H.  L.  Cot.  313. 
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Iher  or  sister,  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  chil-  1866' 
dr^ia  are  bom  before  or  after  the  attainder.  In  Co.  Litt.  KTNHAiaD 
H  o^  19th  ed.  by  Hargrove  ^  Butler,  it  is  said,  **  If  a  man  lulv, 
hcaCb  issue  tveo  sonnes,  and  after  is  attainted  of  treason 
or  felony,  and  one  of  the  sonnes  purchase  land  and  dieth 
^wri^hout  issue,  the  other  brother  shall  be  his  heire ;  for  the 
i^^tsnnder  of  the  father  comipteth  the  lineall  blood  onely, 
not  the  collateral!  blood  between  the  brethren,  which 
Tested  in  them  before  the  attainder,  and  each  of  them 
^y  possibility  might  have  been  heire  to  the  father ;  and  so 
liath  it  been  adjudged.  But  otherwise  in  the  case  of  the 
^lien-n^,  as  hath  been  said.  But  some  have  holden,  that 
^f  a.  man  after  he  be  attainted  of  treason  or  felony  have  issue 
t^vo  sonnes,  that  the  one  of  them  cannot  be  heire  to  the 
other,  because  they  could  not  be  heir  to  the  father,  for  that 
they  never  had  any  inheritable  blood  in  them."  But  the 
ooctrine  suggested  in  the  latter  paragraph  and  relied  upon 
for  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  birth  of  the  sons  after  attainder 
^^Hkes  any  difference,  is  groundless.  In  support  of  his 
firat  proposition  Lord  Coke  refers  to  Hobbei/s  casey  re- 
ported Palmer,  19 ;  4  Leon.  5 ;  Noy*8  Rep.  168 ;  Br  acton, 
^«*>.  3,  fol.  130,  and  Brit.  fol.  15;  Fkta,  lib.  1,  cap.  68 ; 
^^t  the  learned  editors  point  out  in  note  (5),  that  the 
priQciple  on  which  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  children 
Oi  ao  alien  may  be  heir  as  between  themselves,  though  not 
^  their  father,  seems  to  reach  the  case  of  children  bom 
^'^r  their  father's  attainder,  citing  numerous  authorities 
^'^ere  and  in  note  (2).  In  a  preceding  part  of  the  same 
'^■^graph  Lord  Cohe  says,  "  If  an  alien  cometh  into 
f^^ffland  and  hath  issue  two  sonnes,  these  two  sons  are 
^^^*y«ttp,  subjects  borne,  because  they  are  borne  within 
^^  realm.  And  yet  if  one  of  them  purchase  lands  in 
^^»  and  dyeth  without  issue,  his  brother  shall  not  be 
^^  heire."  But  the  editors  point  out,  note  (6),  that  in 
^^iingwood  and*  Pace  (a)  the  Court  denied  that  to  be 
(a)  O.  Bridg.  410;  S.  C,  1  Fen^  413;  1  Sid.  193. 
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1866.  law;  and  held  that  the  sons  of  aliens  were  inheritable 
Ktm NAiRD  each  other^  citing  the  report  of  that  case  in  1  Sid.  1S3,  a 
IdtiLii.  ^^^  v^ry  elaborate  speech  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  flole, 
giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  1  Ventr.  413.  ' 
argument  in  Hohbey's  case  is  reported  in  Nay*s  Rep.  1 
under  the  title  of  The  King  t.  BoresUm  and  Adame^ 
it  is  nowhere  suggested  that  it  would  make  any  diSan 
whether  the  children  were  bom  before  or  after  the  att 
der ;  and  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  in  that  < 
in  the  report  in  Palmer,  19,  dispel  the  absurd  viewi 
their  blood  is  personally  corrupted  by  it  In  3  Cru 
Digest,  325,  referring  to  Collingwood  ▼.  Pace  (a)f  i 
said, ''  It  is  however  now  settled,  that  the  descent  betii 
brothers  is  immediate ;  therefore  that  the  attainder  of 
father  does  not  prevent  his  sons  from  inheriting  from  e 
other ;  for  though  the  father  is  medium  differens  sangm 
yet  he  is  not  medium  differens  h^ereditatisJ^  Therefore 
attainder  of  the  father  does  not  hinder  the  immediate 
scent  between  brothers,  nor  collateral  descents  betir 
those  who  get  their  natural  blood  but  not  their  inberitai 
from  him.  [Sects.  5,  6  and  10  of  stat  3  &  4  Witt.  4,  c  I 
which  does  not  extend  to  any  descent  taking  place  od 
death  of  a  person  dying  before  1834,  and  Edwards 
Rogers  (ft),  citing  Hobbey's  case  from  Co.  LitL  8  a,  w 
referred  to.]. 

Rolt  and  Mellish  {Fleming,  Kemplay  and  Treo^ 
with  them)  supported  the  rule. — The  Plaintiff,  who  dai 
under  the  residuary  devise,  is  entitled  to  recover.  Anth 
James,  the  testator,  left  no  heir,  either  lineal  or  coUatei 
The  Plaintiff's  case  turns  upon  four  propositions.  1< 
is  a  general  rule  in  the  doctrine  of  descents  and  indiq 
table,  that  you  must  trace  the  legitimacy  of  the  blood  & 
the  terminus  a  quo  to  the  terminus  ad  quem.  The  be 
ship  must  be  traced  through  every  link  in  the  chain,  a 

(a)  1  Vent.  413.  (6)  Cro.  Car,  524,  543. 
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rule  applies  whether  the  descent  is  to  be  traced        1866. 
ler  to  soD^  or  from  brother  to  brother^  or  cousin  to     Ktnnaa^ 
2.  A  like  general  rule  applies  to  the  corruption       LssLn. 
in  cases  of  attainder  for  treason ;  such  corruption, 
>int  in  the  chain,  causes  all  the  blood  to  be  cor-  Al. 

.  There  is  no  exception  to  this  rule.    4.  The  ex-  ^ 

if  any,  is  a  limited  and  arbitrary  one,  dependent 
principle ;  but  confined  to  the  case  of  a  brother 
bom  before  the  attainder  of  the  father  claiming  to  ,||. 

0  a  brother,  and  the  present  case  does  not  fall  f ' 

Pl> 

efendant  claims  under  Francis  JEyre,  who  died  in  t 

bo  was  cousin  of  the  testator,  and  who,  on  the 
he  Defendant,  it  is  insisted  was  his  heir.     But  j| 

claim  is  by  a  cousin  of  the  person  who  died  seised 
lings  state  that  the  claimant  is  cousin  and  heir, 
set  out  the  pedigree ;  Clere  v.  Brooke  (a) ;  and  it 
erefore  be  necessary  to  mention  Charles  Radcliffe^ 
Ifather.  But  where  a  brother  is  the  claimant,  it 
lown  that,  by  a  technical  rule  of  pleading,  he  is 
ated  to  be  brother  and  heir.  Therefore,  assuming 
'case(b)  to  be  an  authority,  it  does  not  apply.  The 
leading  was  the  origin  of  the  exception.  ^Erle, 
he  pleading  rather  showed  what  was  the  law.] 

1  that  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  in  collateral 
y,  an  inheritance  passes  directly  from  a  brother 
\  seised  to  his  brother  under  the  circumstances 
ted ;  neither  that  case  nor  any  other  justifies  the 

that  children  born,  as  here,  after  the  attainder  of  'f 

r,  can  inherit  the  one  from  the  other, 
t  7  Ann.  c.  21,  s.  10,  it  was  enacted,  that  after  the 

the  Pretender,  no  attainder  for  treason  should 
)  the  disinheriting  any  heir  or  prejudice  the  right 

[a)  2  Plowd,  442,  443. 

[b)  Palm.  19;  S.  C.  4  Leon,  5 ;  Noy*s  Rep.  158. 
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1866.  of  any  other  than  the  offender  himself;  and  this  wub 
Kthraird  b^^^*  ^7  Geo.  2,  c.  39,  farther  extended  until  after  tb 
death  of  his  sons ;  but  these  provisions  were  repealed  by  3 
Geo.3,  c.  93;  2  Blachst.  Com.  256.  By 6  &  6 Edw.6,e.\ 
8.  V6j  even  the  wife  of  one  attainted  of  high  treason  wool 
lose  her  dower :  2  Blackst.  Com.  253.  Treason  strikes  i 
the  root  of  all  society^  and  the  rule  is  always  laid  down  i 
universal,  that  the  blood  of  a  person  attainted  for  treasc 
is  so  corrupted  as  to  be  rendered  no  longer  inheritable : 
Blackst.  Com.  251  ;  and  at  p.  253  of  the  same  volume 
is  said 9  "There  is  yet  a  further  consequence  of  the  co 
ruption  and  extinction  of  hereditary  blood,  which  is  thic 
that  the  person  attainted  shall  not  only  be  incapable  tun 
self  of  inheriting,  or  transmitting  his  own  property  by  bdi 
ship,  but  shall  also  obstruct  the  descent  of  lands  or  tan 
ments  to  his  posterity,  in  all  cases  where  they  are  oUig? 
to  derive  their  title  through  him  from  any  remoter  anoef 
tor.  The  chanel  which  conveyed  the  hereditary  bloo 
from  his  ancestors  to  him,  is  not  only  exhausted  for  tli 
present,  but  totally  dammed  up  and  rendered  impervioc 
for  the  future.  This  is  a  refinement  upon  the  ancient  k' 
offends,  which  allowed  that  the  grandson  might  be  heirl 
his  grandfather,  though  the  son  in  the  intermediate  gen 
ration  was  guilty  of  felony.  But,  by  the  law  of  Englam 
a  man's  blood  is  so  universally  corrupted  by  attainder,  th 
his  sons  can  neither  inherit  to  him  nor  to  any  other  ai 
cestor,  at  least  on  the  part  of  their  attainted  father.''  E 
in  1  Hales  P.  C.  p.  356,  it  is  said,  "  In  all  cases  (but  on! 
in  cases  of  entails  as  before)  attainder  of  treason  or  Mx 
corrupts  the  blood  upward  and  downward,  so  that  i 
person,  that  must  make  his  derivation  of  descent  to  < 
through  the  party  attaint,  can  inherit,  as  if  there  be  gra» 
father,  father  and  son,  the  father  is  attainted,  and  dies 
the  life  of  the  grandfather,  the  son  cannot  inherit  tl 
grandfather.  In  cases  of  collateral  descents  of  lands  i 
fee  simple,  if  there  be  father  and  two  sons,  and  the  ddet 
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i^Uainted  in  the  life  of  the  father,  and  dies  without  issue        1866. 
ihe  life  of  the  father,  the  younger  son  shall  inherit  the     Ktnnaird 
aer^  for  he  need  not  mention  his  elder  brother  in  the 
I  Teying  of  his  title ;  but  if  the  elder  son  attaint  survive 

fietther  but  a  day,  and  die  without  issue,  the  second  son 
not  inherit,  but  the  land  shall  escheate  pro  defectu 
'^€diSf  for  the  corruption  of  blood  in  the  elder  son  sur- 
Lng  the  father  impedes  the  descent.  But  otherwise,'' 
^  and  then  Hobbey's  case,  Co.  LitL  8  a,  is  stated.  So 
>  in  Foster^s  C.  Z.  p.  63,  it  is  said,  that  to  kill  a  person 
Icr  attainder  without  warrant  of  law  is  murder,  for  which 

murderer  is  liable  to  an  appeal  at  the  suit  of  the  widow. 
*or  though  his  heir  is  barred  by  the  attainder,  which  cor- 
»leth  his  blood,  and  dissolveth  all  relations  grounded  on 

isanguinity,  yet  the  relation  grounded  on  the  matrimo-  'i 

I  contract  continueth  till  death."  [The  Attorney-General 
Kitioned  Foster  v.  Ramsey,  the  arguments  in  which  are 
orted  2  Sid.  23 — 62,  and  the  judgment  at  p.  148 ;  at 

2£  cases  are  cited,  and  amongst  them  Hobbey^s^  to  show  ,  i 

t  where  a  man  derives  a  title  or  seisin  from  his  ancestor, 
re  it  behoves  him  to  convey  his  title  by  the  said  an- 
tor,  but  where  he  claims  only  by  resort  and  pedigree, 
f'c  the  father's  disability  shall  not  be  prejudicial  to  the 
S  and  at  p.  148  the  Court  expressly  deny  the  proposi- 
^9  that  so  far  as  relates  to  corruption  of  blood,  the 
li  of  the  child  of  an  attainted  person  after  the  attainder 
Ces  any  difference.] 

ici  Hobbey^s  case,  as  reported  in  Palmer,  19,  it  appears 
t  the  son  and  daughter  were  both  bo'rn  before  the  attain- 

and  so  had  loyal  blood  which  a  subsequent  attainder 
Id  not  corrupt;  that  is  the  root  of  that  decision.  The 
klority,  however,  of  that  case  is  questionable ;  an  accu- 
^  account  of  it  is  given  in  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman^s  report 
ColUnffwood  V.  Pace,  410,  448—460,  where  it  appears 
^  a  writ  of  error  was  brought;  but  that  the  Queen 
^g  recovered  those   very  lands  upon   another   title 
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1866.        against  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer,  it  was  to  do 

Ktnnaird     pose  to  proceed  with  the  writ,  and  a  non  Tult  prosequi 

Le8li£.       entered.   But,  assuming  the  exception  founded  on  Ho 

case  to  exist,  it  is  limited  to  a  descent  between  broth 
bom  before  attainder.  Ratcliff*s  case  (a)  confirmB 
view.  Britton,  cap.  5,  is  there  cited  as  an  authority 
'^  if  a  man  be  attainted  of  felony  by  judgment,  the  heirs 
gotten  after  the  attainder  are  excluded  of  all  manner 
succession  of  heritage,  as  well  on  the  part  of  the  mother, 
on  the  part  of  the  father ;  and  the  reason  thereof  was,  tim  ^ 
the  son  begotten  after  the  judgment  had  not  two  heritali^l 
bloods  in  him ;  for,  at  the  time  of  the  begetting  of  him,  t 
blood  of  the  father  was  cornipted ;  for  ex  lepraso 
leprosus  generatur  filius ;  and  when  the  father  is  attain) 
of  felony,  the  blood,  in  respect  of  which  he  should  be 
ble,  being  corrupted,  the  son,  as  seemed  to  him,  had  b^ 
half  blood  ;  &c.  And  with  him  agrees  Bractan,  lib. 
cap.  13,  Non  valebit  fehnis  generation  nee  ad  hereditalt^''^'^ 
patemam,  vel  maternam ;  si  autem  ante  fehniam  genen^^^ 
tionem  fecerit,  talis  generatio  succedit  in  hereditatem  pali^^^^ 
vel  matris,  a  quo  non  fuerit  felonia  perpetrata  ;  because^ 
&c.  Hobbet/s  case  is  constantly  treated  as  except! 
In  Godfrey  and  Dixon  s  case  (6),  Mr.  Justice 
deridge  said,  **  That  if  a  man  claim  as  cousin  and  heir, 
must  show  how  he  is  cousin  and  heir ;  but  not  when 
claims  as  brother,  or  son  and  heir."  In  YorVs 
derations  on  the  Law  of  Forfeiture  {c)y  it  is  said,  "Bt^** 
wherever  he  need  not  be  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  ^^ 
descent,  as  between  two  sons  of  an  attainted  father,  nUki 
hinders  one  brother  from  inheriting  to  the  other;  sin 
agreeably  to  the  rule  of  law,  the  descent  is  immediate: 
can  make  himself  heir  to  the  person  last  seised,  witht-^**^ 
the  mention  of  the  fisither.''    In  Stephen's  Commentaries  C 

(fl)  3  Co,  Rep.  37,  41.  (c)  4th  ed.  p.  87. 

(6)  Godbolt,  275.  (d)  5th  ed.  voL  1,  p.  444. 
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it  »  remarked,  that  though  the  opinion  of  Sir  Edward       1866> 
C€lki(a)  was  oYemiled  in  Collingwood  v.  Pace^  *'  it  was     Ktnnaird 
onif  on  the  ground  that  the  descent  from  one  brother  to       i^jisua. 
the  other  might  be  considered  as  immediate^  and  without 
B^rd  to  the  commune  vinculum ;  an  exception  from  the 
gooeral  law  of  inheritance/'  &c.     In  In  re  Dons  Estate  (b), 
Evkderdeyy  V.  C,  says  at  p.  102,  "Another  rule  was  this: 
Qnt  between  brothers  the  descent  was  immediate^  but  as 
Mween  other  collateral  relations  you  traced  up  to  the 
Qommon  ancestor  and  down  again,  in  order  to  see  what 
the  descent  was.     It  is  not  very  easy,  perhaps,  to  say 
why  it  should  be  so,  except  from  some  principle  of  feudal 
Iaw,  but  the  rule  was,  that  between  brothers  the  inheri- 
tance was  immediate,  that  it  was  one  single  descent — one 
step  only  in  the  pedigree."    The  exception  is  expressly 
admitted  by  Hale^  C.  B.,  in  Collingwood  v.  Pace{c)\  and 
the  second  reason  given  by  Windhamy  J.,  in  the  same  case, 
is  stated  in  the  Hargrove  MSS.  now  in  the  library  of  the 
British  Museum,  No.  56,  p.   112,  to  be  "Because  the 
descent  from    one   brother  to  another  is  an  immediate 
descent:  that  is,  well  and  clearly  proved  by  the  forms  of 
pleading,  'fratri   et  hseredi' as  'filio  et  hseredi,'  and  no 
pedigree  to  be  further  set  forth  as  in  remoter  degrees:*' 
CoOingwood  Y.  Pace  {d) ;  Anonymous  case(e);  Courtney's 
oue  (/) ;  Davies  v.  Lowndes  {g) ;   Hardman  v.  Clegg  (A) ; 
3  4  4  WilL  4,  c.  106,  ss.  4,  6,  10;  and  Shelford's  Real 
Pi^operty  Statutes,  note  to  the  last  section.     [WUles,  J.  Is 
^i^ere  any  decision  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  person 
^^^ted,  who,  though  there  had  been  no  such  attainder, 
Goald  not  have  inherited  the  land,  would  nevertheless  block 
tbf  descent?]     A  further  objection  is  that  the  marriage 

(*)  27  L  J.,  Ch.  98 ;  S.  C.  4  Dreir,  194. 

W  Vent.  413,  424.  (/)  Srd  IruL  e.  106,  p.  241. 

(<0  0.  Bridg  450.  (g)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  597. 

W  Di«r,  274.  (A)  Ho//,  N.  P.  R.  657, 
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be  claims^  is  connected  in  consanguinity  with  Anthony  James       1866. 
tbroQgh  the  common  ancestor  Charles  Radcliffey  who  was     ktnnaird 
attainted  before  he  was  married.     One  main  ground  of      i^b^^ib. 
contention  is,  that  the  Defendant,  in  tracing  his'title,  is  com- 
pelled by  law  to  name  the  common  ancestor  who  was 
Attainted   as    a  person    through   whom    the   inheritance 
descended  to  him.    The  other  ground  relied  on  for  the 
Plaintiff  is,  that  the  marriage  of  the  common  ancestor 
took  place  after  he  was  attainted ;  that  therefore  it  was  no 
marriage,  and  that  the  children  were  not  legitimate,  and  so 
no  consanguinity. 

I  admit  the  rule  of  law  is  that  an  inheritance  can- 
not pass  through  an  attainted  person ;  but  between  colla- 
teral consanguinei  it  passes  directly  from  brother  to  brother, 
and  it  so  passes  whether  the  claim  is  made  on  behalf  of 
one  brother  to  succeed  to  a  deceased  brother,  or  on  behalf 
of  a  descendant  of  one  brother  to  succeed  to  the  descend- 
ant of  another  brother.  The  common  ancestor  is  named 
only  for  the  purpose  of  proving  consanguinity,  and  not  be- 
cause the  inheritance  passes  through  him. 
•  This  rule  of  law  has  been  the  subject  of  most  remarkable 
legal  disputes,  and  Lord  Hale  and  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman, 
and  other  judges  of  that  day,  seem  to  have  put  forth  all 
their  powers  of  research  and  argument  upon  the  matter, 
and  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  inheritance  passes 
directly  from  brother  to  brother;  from  the  date  of  Col- 
Bngwood  ▼•  Pace  (a),  the  law  has  been  taken  to  be  so ;  and 
it  is  so  expressed  in  direct  terms  in  Blackstone,  whose 
anthority  in  many  respects  is  great,  especially  upon  matters 
relating  to  real  property.  In  the  2nd  book  of  his  Comment 
iaries,  p.  226,  after  explaining  that  the  common  ancestor  is 
the  root  of  the  inheritance,  and  that  the  consanguinity 
must  be  traced  through  him,  he  goes  on  to  say,  ''But 
though  the  common  ancestor  be  thus  the  root  of  the  in- 
heritance, yet  with  us  it  is  not  necessary  to  name  him  in 
making  out  the  pedigree  or  descent.     For  the  descent  be- 

(a)  0.  Bridg.  410;  S.  C.  1  VenLilZ;  1  SitL  193. 
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1866.  tween  two  brothers  is  held  to  be  an  immeeUaie  descent; 
Ktnmairo  ^^^  therefore  title  may  be  made  by  one  brother  or  his  re- 
LssLi  presentatives  to  or  through  another,  withoat  mentioning 
their  common  father."  CoUingwood  v.  Pace  and  the  cases 
there  cited  show  most  distinctly  that  the  inheritance  passes 
from  brother  to  brother,  and  that  decision  was  given  by 
persons  well  acquainted  with  the  law  and  its  origin.  It 
has  been  argued  for  the  Plaintiff  that  that  decision  was  an 
exception,  and  was  founded  on  a  casual  phrase  found  in 
the  precedents  of  pleading,  and  that  the  judges,  being  de- 
sirous of  favouring  the  claimants  to  some  Scotch  inberitf- 
ance,  turned  aside  from  the  laws  which  had  come  down 
from  our  ancestors,  and  brought  in  an  anomalous  excep- 
tion. Having  regard  to  the  extreme  gravity  of  the  minds 
of  the  learned  men  who  entered  upon  this  discussion,  I 
think  it  is  most  improbable  that  they  adopted  any  super- 
ficial or  chance  idea ;  and,  with  reference  to  the  form  of 
pleading.  Lord  Hale  says  in  Tcry  clear  language  that  this  is 
the  rule  of  law,  and  that  one  evidence  of  its  being  so  is  that 
the  course  of  pleading  is  so  {a).  The  reason  of  the  rule  is 
apparent,  because  at  the  time  when  it  prevailed  the  brodier 
might,  but  the  father  could  not  take,  the  land ;  it  passed 
directly  from  brother  to  brother.  It  was  admitted  in  argu- 
ment to  be  an  absurd  thing  that  whilst  the  land  would 
pass  from  one  brother  to  another  brother  it  should  not  pass 
from  cousin  to  cousin  by  tracing  it  through  the  brothers; 
but  it  was  said  the  anomaly  in  the  former  case  was  intro- 
duced by  a  rule  of  pleading.  The  answer  to  that  I  have 
given.  In  my  view  there  has  been  a  course  of  recognized 
authorities  on  the  point,  and  the  preponderance  of  them  is 

(a)  Lord  Hale,  in  stating  the  reasons  for  his  judgment  in  Colih^  * 
wood  V.  Pace,  says,  at  p.  423  of  the  Report  in  1  Vent,,  "  Now  to  prove 
this  descent  immediate,  I  shall  use  these  three  ensuing  instances  or 
dences :  first,  in  point  of  pleading,  one  brother  shall  derive  faiauelf 
heir  to  another,  without  mentioning  another  ancestor ;  this  hath  been 
large  insisted  on  by  others,  and  therefore  I  shall  pass  it  over." 
Coke  mentions   "  the  form   of  good  pleading*'  as  one  of  the 
'*  fountains  or  places  of  the  common  law."    Co.  LUi,  lie 
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ia  &voUr  of  our  present  decision.     If,  therefore,  the  law,        1866. 
as  we  take  it  to  be,  is  to  be  altered,  it  must  be  altered  by  a     KYMiiAia» 
higher  tribunal. 

With  respect  to  the  other  point,  that  the  marriage  was 
null,  I  cannot  find  any  authority  in  our  law  for  that  propo- 
sition, and  it  certainly  would  be  a  most  revolting  conclusion 
to  come  to,  that  where  an  attainted  person  goes  abroad,  and 
having  the  actual  capacity  to  contract  a  marriage  in  the 
Ibreign  land  where  he  is  abiding,  marries  a  woman  who, 
perhaps,  was  ignorant  of  the  antecedent  attainder  in 
JEngland,  such  marriage  should  be  null  and  the  children 
illegitimate  because  of  that  attainder.  If  by  our  law  the  rule 
^vrere  that  one  who  is  civiliter  mortuus  is  perfectly  incapable 
of  marriage,  I  should  be  the  last  person  to  think  of  interfere 
ing  with  it.  In  France  it  seems  that  a  person  civiliter  mor- 
gans is  incapable  of  marriage,  but  I  do  not  find  that  there 
is  such  a  rule  in  our  law. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  marriage  at  Brussels  made  the 
children  legitimate,  and  gave  them  a  capacity  for  trans- 
mitting an  inheritance  from  one  to  the  other  down  to 
^heir  descendants.  The  common  ancestor  need  not  be 
named  as  a  link  in  tracing  the  inheritance ;  he  is  only  to 
1>e  named  as  a  link  in  consanguinity.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

WiLi^Es,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case  cer- 
tainly presents  some  very  remarkable  aspects,  because  the 
person  who  is  alleged  to  be  disabled  from  taking  by  reason 
of  the  attainder  of  her  ancestor  is  in  this  position,  that  the 
claim  here  is  made  not  on  the  part  of  the  superior  lord  of 
the  fee,  but  on  the  part  of  one  who  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  events  could  not  succeed  living  the  Defendant.  If  it 
could  be  made  out  that  the  present  Defendant  is  inca- 
pacitated from  inheriting  this  estate,  I  am  far  from  being 
assured  that  the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  it.  The 
case  appears  to  have  been  argued  before  us  as  if  for  this 
purpose  attainder  and  alienage  stood  on  the  same  footing. 
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1866.       If  the  person  next  in  succession  be  an  alien^  the  I»^ 

Ktmiiaird     takes  no  notice  of  his  existence,  and  the  person  next  ^^ 

.   ^  turn  to  inherit  obtains  the  inheritance :  and  it  seems  ther^ 

Leilib.  ' 

fore  to  have  been  assumed,  that  where  the  person  ne0 
in  succession  to  inherit  is  disabled  by  reason  of  the  ai 
tainder  of  an  ancestor,  the  inheritance  in  like  manne 
passes  on  to  the  person  next  in  succession.  I  am  na 
satisfied,  however,  that  any  such  conclusion  would  follow 
nor  that  the  distinction  between  alienage  and  attainder 
pointed  out  in  the  2nd  book  of  Blackstone^s  Comme» 
taries,  p.  254,  would  not  be  applicable  to  this  case,  am 
that  what  would  happen  would  be  not  a  transmission  o 
the  inheritance  to  the  person  next  in  succession,  but  ai 
escheat.  I  think  so  for  obvious  reasons  connected  wid 
the  origin  of  the  law  of  attainder.  The  law  of  attainde 
corrupting  the  blood  is  connected  with  the  law  of  escheat 
which  was  founded  upon  the  condition  in  the  feudal  com 
pact  that  the  land  should  continue  to  descend  so  long  a. 
the  feudatory  performed  the  duties  which  he  owed  to  tk 
lord,  of  the  violation  of  which  attainder  was  absolati 
proof.  The  consequence  was,  that  whenever  a  state  o 
things  arose  in  which  if  the  attainted  person  was  alive  hi 
would  be  the  person  designated  to  take  the  inheritance 
those  who  claimed  under  him  were  rendered  incapable  o 
taking,  and  the  land  did  not  pass  on  to  some  other  h^ 
but  escheated  to  the  lord,  or,  in  case  of  immediate  foi 
feiture  for  treason,  to  the  Crown.  I  am  however  dearl 
of  opinion,  that  the  corruption  of  blood  in  this  case  W8 
paramount  to  the  line  along  which  it  is  necessary  tfai 
the  Defendant  should  trace  his  title ;  and  I  appreh^ 
that  corruption  of  blood,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  attaintc 
person  himself,  may  be  accurately  described  as  an  incapi 
city  either  to  take  an  inheritance  or  to  transmit  it,  and  thi 
its  effect  there  ceases.  With  respect  to  the  persons  wl 
have  to  claim  from  the  attainted  person,  the  effect  whic 
the  corruption  of  blood  has  upon  them  is  a  simple  incf 
pacity  to  take  an  inheritance  which  the  attainted  perao 


\ 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  543 

could  otherwise  transmit,  or,  as  it  has  been  put  in  another       1866. 
way,  an  inability  to  take  by  means  of  a  pedigree  in  which  he     Ktnnaird 
is  what  has  been  called  the  medius  antecessor — the  person       lbiilib« 
through  whom  the  descent  must  pass.     It  is  not  sufficient, 
in  order  to  affect  the  transmission  of  land,  to  show  that 
the  person  attainted  was  the  common  stock  of  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  person  last  seised  and  the  claimant ; 
it  is  further  necessary  that  the  heir  must  trace  his  title 
through  the  attainted  person. 

Now  suppose  that  instead   of  the  land   having  been 
granted  to  Anthony  James^  it  had  been  granted  to  James 
Bartholomew ;  that  instead   of  the   Defendant   claiming 
under  the  granddaughter  of  Mary,  the  sister  of  James 
Bartholomew,  the  Defendant  had  been  Mary.     In  that 
case  it   is  admitted   to    be    perfectly  clear   that    Mary 
could  have  made  out  her  title  as  heir*to  James  Bar^ 
tholomew,  without  claiming  through   the  attainted   per- 
son her   father,    and  that   she   could   have    established 
*  title  as  heir  to  her  brother.     Therefore,  one  starts  with 
^hat  Mr.  Mellish  was  compelled  to  admit  to  be  an  ab- 
^tlity,  namely,  that  the  farther  you  go  away  from  the 
•tainted  person,  the  farther  the  parties  are  removed  by 
^'^Q  distance  of  relationship,  the  greater'  the  reason  there  is 
'^'^  Baying  that  the  inheritance  shall  not  prevail  by  reason 
^^  the  attainder.    That  is  an  absurdity  which  is  not  only 
*^^Hiking  to  common  sense,  but  also  with  reference  to  the 
*^gin  of  the  law  of  corruption  of  blood  with  regard  to 
^^^Heat ;  for  why  should  the  land  escheat  for  the  benefit  of 
7^^    superior  lord  of  Anthony  James,  whilst  there  would 
^'^^^  been  no  escheat  for  the  benefit  of  the  superior  lord  of 
Bartholomew  his  father,  if  the  fee  had  been  origin- 
•^  granted  to  him.    The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whe- 
^^r  there  is  positive  law  to  be  advanced  in  its  favour  by 
^ich  we  are  bound.     We  have  not  been  informed  of  any 
.    ^^ision  in  which  the  judges  have  arrived  at  such  a  con- 
^^lon.     It  was  argued   for  the  Plaintiff  that  the  best 
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1866L       ground  apon  which  Lord  Hale  and  his  com])anioii8  wli 
Ktnnaird     *^''®^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  Collingwoody.  Pace(a)  could  (bund  the 
V-  judgment  was,  that,  in  pleading,  brother  would  claim  froi 

brother  without  mentioning  the  father's  name,  and  thi 
they  claimed  under  the  description  of  brother  and  hei 
whereas  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman  says,  that  if  a  cousin  hi 
to  claim,  he  must  show  how  he  is  a  cousin.  I  have  listem 
with  attention  to  the  learned  counsel  who  argued  for  tl 
Plaintiff,  and  to  the  authorities  which  they  cited.  I  hai 
also  endeavoured  by  research  to  find  out  for  myself  wh 
ther  there  was  any  rule  for  putting  the  descendant  fix>m 
brother  in  a  worse  position  as  to  pleading  than  the  brothi 
himself;  but  neither  in  the  authorities  cited  nor  in  my  on 
research  do  I  find  any  such  law  in  the  books. 

The  reason  given  why  brothers  in  relation  to  one  anoth< 
claim  as  broth'ef  and  heir  is  simply  this :  At  first  if  a  ma 
purchased  land  ut  feudum  novum  and  died  in  his  fatho* 
lifetime,  his  brother  could  not  inherit  it,  because  no  perso 
could  inherit  the  land  who  was  not  of  the  body  of  the  or 
ginal  grantee,  and  the  law  could  not  presume  that  it  ha 
originally  been  granted  to  the  father  because  he  was  sti 
living.  This  diflBculty  was  got  over  by  the  lawyers  by 
reason  more  technical  and  certainly  more  ingenious  tha 
that  with  reference  to  the  pleading  in  Collingwood  v.  Pac 
viz.,  by  a  fiction  that  the  fief,  though  not  antiquum,  was  I 
descend  ut  antiquum,  and  that  therefore  on  the  death  < 
the  brother  it  must  be  assumed  to  have  descended  from  a 
ancestor,  and  the  surviving  brother  should  take  it. 

That  was  the  reasoning.  Then  what  followed  where  th 
father  was  an  alien  ?  Assuming  the  same  fiction  to  l 
relied  on  in  that  case,  it  was  at  first  said  that  it  was  in 
possible  that  the  fee  could  have  been  held  by  the  broths 
who  died  seised  ut  antiquum,  seeing  that  the  ancestor  wa 
an  alien,  and  therefore  the  course  of  descent  vras  stoppec 
It  was  said,  that  the  brother  would  not  inherit  under  sod 

(a)  0.  BriOg,  410;  S.  C,  1  Vent,  413,  423;  1  SidL  193. 
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cnrcumstances;    but  afterwards  a  new  subtlety  was  in*       1866. 
veoted,  yiz.,  that  as  the  law  assumed  an  ancestor  from     ktmmairo 
whom  the  property  descended  in  the  former  case,  it  might      lmlie, 
well  assume  in  the  latter,  that  the  ancestor  was  a 
ipable  ancestor;  and  an  imaginary  capable  ancestor  hav<^ 
ing  been  so  introduced  by  a  fiction  of  law,  the  brother  suc- 
ceeded to  the  brother  in  that  case  also.    AH  that  reason- 
ing, from  beginning  to  end,  is  equally  applicable  to  the  de- 
acendants  of  brothers  claiming  from  one  another.     If  it 
ivere  necessary  to  set  out  the  pleadings  in  the  present  case, 
tliey  would  be,  that  Anthony  Jama  died  seised  and  that 
issue  failed,  he  being  the  only  son  of  James  Bartholo- 
(he  had  one  other  child,  a  daughter,  whom  we  may 
over),  all  of  whose  brothers  and  sisters,  with  the  ex- 
(ption  of  Mary  the  grandmother  of  Dorothea^  died  with- 
out   issue   in  the  lifetime  of  the  said   Anthony  James; 
'whereas  said  Mary  was  the  mother  of  Francis  Eyre  the 
second  of  that  name,  who  was  her  heir,  and  thus  cousin 
cuid  heir  of  Anthony  James.    Why  is   the  description  of 
JMary  as  succeeding  to  James  Bartholomew  in  the  line  of 
€Se8ceDt  worse  in  the  pleadings  than  if  it  was  a  claim  direct 
'from  James  Bartholomew  ?    2  Bl.  Com.  226,  is  in  point. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  other  point — that  involves  a 
*^^ery  serious  question,  a  question  entirely  new,  and  which 
^oes  not  seem  to  have  been  suggested  in  any  book  on  the 
l«w  of  this  country,  viz.,  that  of  the  validity  of  the  marriage 
^>f  an  attainted  person.    This  part  of  the  case  may  be 
divided  into  two  heads ;  first,  assuming  the  marriage  to 
Y)e  valid,  were  the  children  who  were  bom  after  the  attain- 
der in  any  worse  position  than  they  would  have  been  if 
^ey  had  been  born  before  the   attainder ;  secondly,  was 
^e  marriage  void  by  reason  of 'the  husband   being  an 
attainted  person.    With  respect  to  the  first  point,  no  doubt 
u  the  early  history  of  the  law  that  was  a  point  of  con- 
siderable importance.     1  have  looked  through  the  passage 
in  Bracton  referred  to  by  Mr.  RoU,  and  though  1  doubted 
at  the  time  whether  it  was  to  the  effect  he  relied  on,  I 
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1866.       now  think  he  was  correct^  and  that  it  is  there  laid  dowi 
Kymmaird    ^^^^  ^^^  children  born  before  the  attainder  could  inheii 
,  ^-  from  the  mother,  but  children  bom  after  could  not    Thi 

passage  referred  to  m  Britton  rather  has  reference  to  tin 
law  of  escheat,  which  was  generally  in  favour  of  tb 
Crown,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons  who  migh 
inherit  on  failure  of  heirs.  That  is  also  laid  down  in  Cc 
LitU  and  other  eminent  works,  in  which  the  authoritie 
are  collected.  Whatever  the  doubt  may  have  been  as  i 
what  the  law  was,  it  now  appears  to  be  plain.  In  thi 
2nd  vol.  of  BUickstone's  Com.  p.  265,  the  writer  point 
out  that  Coke  makes  the  distinction  between  issue  bon 
before  and  issue  bom  after  the  attainder,  but  says  th 
notion  was  in  his  time  exploded.  He  treats  it  as  dea 
that  the  children  bora  after  the  attainder  have  the  sam* 
rights  and  stand  in  the  same  position  as  children  bon 
before  the  attainder;  and  I  observe  that  in  Mr.  Jodm 
Williams^  note  to  Watkins  on  Descent,  at  p.  3,  4th  ed. 
he  refers  to  Hargrave,  note  5,  to  Co.  Litt.  8  a,  and  th< 
2nd  vol.  of  Blackstone's  Com.  p.  255,  and  observes  tha 
it  is  the  general  opinion  that  children  bom  after  th< 
father's  attainder  may  inherit  to  one  another  as  well  a 
those  bom  before — noticing  also  that  the  act  for  th> 
Amendment  of  the  Law  of  Inheritance,  3  &  4  Will.  4^  c 
106,  provides  for  these  cases  for  the  futur3. 

The  only  other  question  is,  whether  an  attainted  mai 
may  contract  a  valid  marriage.  I  cannot  help  thinl 
ing  that  my  Lord  has  swept  away  entirely  the  objectio 
on  this  ground  when  he  referred  to  the  circumstance  tin 
the  marriage  was  contracted  abroad.  Whatever  migl 
have  been  the  case  if  the  contract  had  been  in  this  com 
try,  I  apprehend  there  is  no  doubt  at  all  that  where 
marriage  is  contracted  by  an  innocent  woman,  who  migl 
know  nothing  whatever  of  the  attainder  of  the  man  whoi 
she  is  marrying,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriag 
contract  was  performed  govems  the  validity  of  that  coc 
tract  and  must  prevail.    And  I  would  go  farther  and  sa; 
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tlms.t  it  18  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  an  attainted  man,  though        1866. 

fi>r  certain  purposes  he  is  said  to  be  dead  in  law,  can  be  ~KTNXAimD 

considered  as  other  than  a  human  being  in  existence. 

Taake  first  of  all  the  question  how  far  the  law  affects  a 

maLrriage  previously  contracted.     By  what  means,  inde- 

p^sidently  of  the  late  Divorce  Acts  (a),  could  a  marriage 

be  dissolved  in  this  country  of  persons  who  were  capable 

oT  contracting   matrimony   and   had    competent   ability? 

The  answer  of  every  lawyer  is  simply,  by  death  or  divorce. 

There  is  no  divorce  in  this  case.    The  law  of  this  country 

does  not,  like  the  Code  Napoleon,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Rolt, 

declare  that  existing  marriages  shall  be  void.     There  is  no 

death  in  the  sense  in  which  death  is  used  in  the  law  oF  mar- 

nage — that  refers  to  natural  death  and  not  to  civil  death. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  cast  about  for  the  purpose  of  finding 

iiutances  of  persons  who  have  been  attainted  who  have 

letnrned  to  their  wives  and  to  their  country  and  have  been 

'ccoguized.     Then  the  capacity  for  the  matrimonial  state  is 

iK>t  destroyed.     How  is  the  capacity  of  an  attainted  person 

destroyed  by  the  law  ?     It  is  true,  such  a  person  cannot 

pray  in  aid  the  assistance  of  the  Queen's  Courts,  for  the 

purpose  of  establishing  any  rights  he  may  have  acquired. 

ffowever,   those   persons   with  whom  he   contracts  may 

•cc|nire    rights    from    him    even   in  respect  to   property 

^hich,  on  office  found,  would  be  forfeited  to  the  Crown. 

'^"*thermore,  any  such  contracts  may  be  the  subject  of 

'^^^  against  him  in  her  Majesty's  Courts,  and  he  cannot 

^^  up  the  disability  of  his  own  attainder.     I  find  it  nowhere 

laid  down  that  attainder  is  an  impediment  to  marriage ;  still 

'®^^  that  it  is  so  when  the  marriage  is  out  of  the  country. 

it  were,  it  could  only  be  so  like  other  impediments  not 

*^^tory,  upon  divorce  by  decree  in  the  lifetime  of  both 

P^^ies.    Reference  has  been  made  to  the  difference  between 

Co)  20  4-  21  Vict.  c.  85;  21  *  22  Vkt.  cc.  93,  108 ;  22  *  23  Vkt. 
'•  ^1 ;  23  4-  24  Vict,  c,  144 ;  27  *  28  Vici.  c,  44;  29  Vict.  c.  32. 

YOL.  I. — C.P.  Q  Q 
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1866.       the  operation  of  civil  death  under  the  Code  Napokan  A^^ci 
"  Ktnnaird^  under  our  own  law.    Now  referring  to  our  law  there  is  i^ot 
V*  only  the  distinction  between  it  and  the  Code  Napoleon 

which  I  have  alluded,  but  there  is  also  an  express  enai 
ment  in  the  latter  that  the  marriage  of  such  person  sba 
not  confer  any  civil  rights,  and  that,  according  to  a  de^ 
sion  in  the  Court  of  Cassation,  applied  to  a  marriage  out      '^^ 
France  equally  as  to  a  marriage  in  France.  That  no  doa      ^^ 
is  a  very  remarkable  law, — a  law  not  only  not  found 
our  own  country  but  wholly  foreign  to  it.     With  the 
ception  of  a  few  traces  in  the  books  of  what  is  called 
tima  concubina,  which  no  one  will  say  are  authorities 
this  day,  there  are  no  two  sorts  of  marriage  to  be  found  c 
England.    There  is  either  a  marriage  or  no   marriag* 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  marriage  incapable  of  coi 
ferring  civil  rights  such  as  is   mentioned  in  the 
Napoleon.     Another  analogy  is  to  be  found  in  the 
of  marriages   which  took  place  under  the  Roman 
between  two  slaves,  which  was  a  marriage  for  deoenqf"^ 
sake,  not  for  conferring  any  civil  rights.    The  only 
ing  instance  to  be  found  in  modern  times  is,  the  singul 
compromise  between  pride  and  decency,  called  in  Cier\ 
a  Morganatic  or  left-handed  marriage ;  and  any  one  w 
has  the  curiosity  to  look  into  that  subject  will  find  tl» 
as  regards  such  a  marriage,  although  the  wife  cannot  daS 
her  husband's  family  rights,  nor  the  children  the  rights     ^^ 
their  father,  yet  they  are  legitimate  inter  se,  and  capable 
inheriting  from  one  another.     I  protest  against  its 
supposed  that  such  a  state  of  things  could  exist  under 
law  of  England^  or  that  a  man  being  married,  his  child 
are  not  brothers  and  sisters  to  one  another.      If  it  A^^> 
no  doubt  it  would  have  been  accompanied  by  that  hume^^'^ 
provision  in  the  German  law,  by  which  the  inheritance        '^ 
the  chilclren  inter  se  could  not  be  interfered  with  by 
of  the  difference  in  rank  of  their  parents. 
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is  is  a  most  carious  and  interestiDg  case^  and  one  that        1866. 
18  cmlcuilated  to  attract  a  considerable  share  of  attention ;     ktmmaied 
Yyat  I    must  own  that  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived       ,   ** 

1^  thsit  it  is  a  perfectly  plain  case  for  the  Defendant,  and 

thai  'llie  mle  ought  to  be  discharged. 


LTiHO,  J.     I  also  think  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
diai^ged.    The  learned  counsel  who  argued  so  ably  on  the 
psrt  of  the  Plaintiff,  did  not  for  a  moment  conceal  the  dif- 
ficulties they  had  to  encounter  in  arguing  the  principal 
ppint  ivhich  has  been  discussed ;  viz.,  that  whereas  a  bro- 
ther €2sn  inherit  direct  from  a  brother  without  naming  the 
attai]:^ted  father,  they  were  obliged  to  contend,  nevertheless, 
that  tJbe  children  of  the  brother  could  not  claim  the  one 
froia   the  other  without  naming  the  attainted  grandfather. 
Tbe  learned  counsel,  Mr.  Mellish,  characterized  that  as  a 
consequence  which  would  be  almost  an  absurdity.    With- 
<^t  exactly  adopting  that  phrase,  still  it  would  be  most 
^cult  to  sustain  such  a  proposition.    But  still  if  it  were 
^  <Kiatter  of  positive  law,  of  course  we  should  be  bound 
^  ^?e  effect  to  the  positive  law.  Mr.  Mellish,  however, 
^B  driven  to  admit  that  there  was  no  decision  in  favour 
tihe  proposition  for  which  he  contended ;  and  I  confess 
^^t,  in  the  absence  of  either  decision  or  dictum  in  its 
*^*^or,  the   very  ingenious   analogies    drawn   from    the 
^^^ous  arguments  that  have  been  employed,  and  which 
'l^'V'^  been  elaborated  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  Plain- 
^^^   have  not  convinced  me  that  we  should  come  to  the 
^^^^^dusion  to  which  they  seek  to  bring  us.     The  reasons 
fo^     this  have  been  already  adverted  to  by  my  Lord  and 
"y"    my  Brother  Willes,  to  which  I  do  not  propose  to  add 
*^^thing. 

^^ith  regard  to  the  second  question  that  has  been  raised, 
^   ^  the  effect  of  the  marriage  after  tbe  attainder,  I  en- 

QQ2 
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Kynnaird 

V. 

Leslie. 


iirely  agree  with  my  Lord  and  my  Brother  Willes  upon  that 
point. 

Smith,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  think  the 
weight  of  reason  and  authority  is  on  the  side  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  that  it  is  an  established  rule  of  inheritance 
that  the  descent  between  brothers  and  brothers  is  imme- 
diate, and  the  result  of  the  cases  that  have  been  referred  to 
is,  that  the  attainder  of  the  father  would  not  interfere  with 
the  descent.     It  seems  to  me  the  logical  and  natural  con- 
sequence of  that  canon  of  inheritance,  that  the  descendants 
of  the  brothers  might  claim  through  them  just  as  the  bro- 
thers may  claim  from  each  other.    There  was  the  same 
reason  for  the  brothers  going  up  to  the  common  ancestor 
as  for  their  descendants — the  same  reason  for  the  descend- 
ants stopping  at  the  line  of  the  brothers  as  for  the  brothers 
claiming  from  each  other.     Probably  the  origin  of  the  rule 
may  have  been  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  go  to  the  father, 
inasmuch  as  he  could  never  have  been  in  the  line  of  in- 
heritance ;    the    inheritance    could    not  have   descended 
through  him.     Whatever  may  have  been  the  foundation  ot 
that  canon,  there  is  no  doubt  of  its  existence,  and  the  coiv- 
sequence  follows  so  clearly  and  logically  that  Mr.  Mellis^ 
is  driven  to-day  to  argue  that  it  was  a  mere  technical  ml  ^ 
and  that  it  was  founded  and  had  its  origin  in  the  rules  ^^ 
pleading.     I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  rule  of  pleadiuir 
must  have  followed  the  rule  of  inheritance,  and   that 
would  not  have  been  a  good  pleading  unless  it  had  so  fo.^ — 
lowed  it.     It  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  the  rule  of  plea(^ 
ing  can  be  regarded  otherwise  than  as  evidence  of  wb 
the  law  was.     And  when  it  is  argued  that  in  the  case 
Collingwood  v.  Pace  (a)  the  learned  judges  strained  f( 
reasons  for  establishing  that   which   Mr.   Mellish  treats 
as  an  anomaly,  I  think  one  can  hardly  so  treat  their  d 

(a)  0.  Bridg,  410;  5.  C.  1  Vent,  413;  I  Sid.  193. 
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cision.  The  Judges  were  not  making  the  law;  they  were  1866. 
only  declaring  it,  and  we  must  take  that  case  as  declaring  Ktnnaird 
not  what  the  law  was  then  for  the  first  time,  but  what  Leslie. 
the  law  oF  the  country  had  always  been.  It  seems  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  reason  of  the  law  is  entirely  on 
the  side  of  the  Defendant,  and  that  it  follows  from  that 
canon  of  inheritance  to  which  I  have  adverted,  that  the 
descendants  of  brothers  may  avail  themselves  of  it  in  the 
same  way  that  the  brothers  would  do.  And  the  fourth 
role  or  canon  of  descent  which  is  to  be  found  in  Black- 
stone  (a)  states,  that  the  lineal  descendants  of  any  person 
ahoald  represent  their  ancestor,  and  that  they  should  stand 
in  the  same  place  as  that  person  would  have  done  had 
he  been  living.  The  descendants  of  the  brother  stand  in 
the  same  position  as  he  did,  and  may  claim  in  the  same 
manner  as  be  did. 

With  regard  to  the  other  question,  I  agree  with  the  rest 
of  the  Court,  and  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  add  any- 
thing to  the  reasons  which  have  been  so  fully  expressed. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  2  Blackstone*i  Com.  217. 
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Contract  for 
sale  of  gintdsm 
Statuts  rf 
Frauds 
(29Gir.  2, 
C.8),  $,  17. 
Mewuramdum 
in  writing  qf 
bargain, 
indortewttnt  on 
invoice. 


Wilkinson  v.  Evans, 

Some  cheese  and  candles,  yerbally  ordered  by  the  Defendant,  were  sold  ind 
sent  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff,  with  an  invoice  whieh,  in  the  usual  foni, 
stated  the  names  of  the  buyer  and  seller,  and  the  quantities  tod 
prices  of  the  goods.  The  Defendant  returned  tlie  invoice,  widi  a 
note  signed  by  him  indorsed  upon  upon  it,  stating  "The  cheeses 


to-day  but  I  did  not  take  them  in,  for  th^  were  very  badly  crushed; 
so  the  candles  and  cheese  are  returned."  Held,  that  the  note  refemd 
to  and  recognized  the  contract  stated  in  the  invoice,  and,  with  the 
invoice,  constituted  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the  bargain  wiiUa 
the  17th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car,  2,  c.  8. 

rilHIS  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  deliYered,  and 
-^  had  been  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  ChetUr^ 
under  a  writ  of  trial. 

The  Plaintiff  had  received  a  verbal  order  from  the  D^ 
fendant  for  a  quantity  of  cheeses  and  candles,  the  price  of 
which  exceeded  10/.;  and  the  goods  were  sent  to  the  De- 
fendant by  railway,  with  an  invoice,  which  stated  in  Ae 
usual  way  the  names  of  the  buyer  and  seller  and  the 
quantities  and  prices  of  the  articles  respectively.  Upon 
their  arrival  the  Defendant  refused  to  receive  them,  and| 
having  indorsed  the  following  memorandum  upon  the  back 
of  the  invoice,  returned  it  to  the  Plaintiff  with  the  whole  of 
the  goods : — 

'^  The  cheeses  came  to-day  but  I  did  not  take  them  in, 
for  they  were  very  badly  crushed ;  so  the  candles  and  cheese 
are  returned.  You  seem  to  think  that  I  complain  withoat 
cause ;  so  now  you  will  be  able  to  see  them  as  they  are. 
I  was  glad  to  find  that  it  was  the  first  complaint  that  yoo 
have  had  from  seven  counties,  I  hope  it  will  be  the  last;  I 
am  sure  it  will  be  the  last  for  me. 

"  Yours  truly, 
"  jT.  Evans,  grocer,  &c., 

"  Wekhpool.'' 

Upon  this,  the  Plaintiff  having  consented  to  receive  back 
the  candles,  but  insisting  upon  being  paid  for  the  cbees^ 
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caused  his  attorney  to  write  a  letter  to  the  Defendant,        1866. 

who  replied  as  follows : —  Wilkinson 

"  Sir,  Eyans. 

**  Yours  this  morning  to  hand,  in  which  you  re- 
quested payment  for  cheese.  I  have  to  inform  you  that 
I  have  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  it.  The  cheese  and 
candles  were  in  a  very  bad  condition,  and  the  candles  he 
consented  to  take  back.  So  if  the  company  signed  for  the 
cheese  in  good  condition  it  is  very  likely  they  will  allow 
the  damage  without  suing  them ;  but  I  do  not  think  they 
would  sign  for  those  in  good  condition,  as  they  seemed  to 
have  very  old  crushes ;  some  of  the  openings  were  quite 
green.  As  for  you  to  sue  the  company  in  my  name,  you 
may  do  so  if  you  think  proper,  but  you  must  bear  in  mind 
that  I  will  not  be  anything  towards  the  cost,  and  if  sum- 
moned for  witness  I  must  have  my  expenses  paid.  Had 
they  been  sent  per  canal,  as  I  ordered  them,  they  would 
not  have  been  damaged,  that  is,  if  they  would  receive  them 
in  good  condition.  I  suspect  that  he  has  the  cheese  in 
his  warehouse,  for  I  never  received  any  notice  from  the 

company. 

"  Yours  truly, 

"  r.  Evans:* 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  price  of  the  cheese, 
which  was  71.  Is.  Sd. ;  but  the  under-sheriff  nonsuited  the 
Plaintiff  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  sufficient  note 
or  memorandum  in  writing  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

On  a  former  day  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  by  Morgan 
Lloyd  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for  11  Is.  3eZ.,  or 
for  a  new  triaL 

iPIwtyre  showed  cause. — The  note  or  memorandum 
which  is  required  by  the  17th  section  of  stat.  29  Car.  2, 
c.  3,  is  a  note  or  memorandum  of  the  bargain,  and  it 
must  appear  upon  its  face  that  a  bargain  has  been  made 
between  the  parties  for  the  sale  of  the  goods,  and  what 
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1866.       the  terms  oF  it  were.    The  memorandam  indorsed  upon 
Wilkinson    this  invoice  does  not  show  tliat.     It  contains  no  reoog- 
EvANi.       nition  oF  any  contract,  but  merely  a  complaint  of     t^lie 
quality  of  the  goods  sent.    Ballet/  v.  Sweeting  (a)  will     be 
reh'ed  on  for  the  Plaintiff;  but  in  that  case  the  letter  c^i^n- 
tained  on  its  face  an  admission  of  the  bargain,  and  of      &U 
the  substantial  terms  of  it,  and  £rfc,  C.  J.,  at  p.  867,  r^^^ 
his  judgment  on  that  ground.     So  in  Jackson  v.  Lowe^^" 
the  written  notice  sent  by  the  purchaser  to  the  vendor  c^^^ 
tained  an  assertion  of  the  contract,  specifying  the  quantu  — ^7* 
quality  and  price  of  the  flour,  and  the  vendor's  ansi 
clearly  referred  to  that  contract,  disputing  none   of 
terms  of  it,  nor  mentioning  other  terms,  but  assertini 
part  performance ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  jury  were  wi 
ranted  in  concluding  that  the  contract  mentioned  in  tz^^^ 
vendor's  answer  was  the  same  as  that  particularized  in  t — ^® 
purchaser's  letter,  and  that,  therefore,  the  two  writings  cc^^" 
stituted  a  sufficient  memorandum  within  the  statute.    H^  ■** 
Richards  v.  Porter  (c)  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  pi 
sent.    There  A.  sent  to  B.  on  the  25th  January^  an  invo 
of  five  pockets  of  hops,  and  delivered  the  hops  to  a  carr^^*" 
to  be  conveyed  to  J5.     In  the  invoice  A.  was  described      ^* 
the  seller  and  B.  as  the  purchaser  of  the  hops.     B.  aft^s?^" 
wards  wrote  to  A,  as  follows: — "The  hops  I  bought       ^^' 
A.  on  the  23rd  January  are  not  yet  arrived.     I  recei^"^^" 
the  invoice :   the  last  were  longer  on  the  road  than  th»  ^^ 
ought  to  have  been ;  however,  if  they  do  not  arrive  ic»-       * 
few  days,  I  must  get  some  elsewhere;"  and  it  was  h^^^' 
that  the   invoice   and  this  letter  taken  together  did 
constitute  a  note  in  writing  of  the  contract  to  satisfy 
.    17th  section.    The  letter  there  recognizes  the  invoice, 
it  can  make  no  difference  that  here  the  repudiation 
indorsed  upon  the  invoice.    There  Lord  Tenterden^  G—    ^'f 
says  at  p.  438,  "  If  we  were  to  decide  that  this  was  a  s«»  ^' 

(fl)  9  C.  B.,  N.  S,  843.  (6)  1  Bing.  9,  12. 

(c)  6  B.  *  C.  437. 
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rient  note  in  wtiting,  we  should  in  effect  hold,  that  if  a        1866. 


nan  were  to  write  and  say, '  I  have  received  your  invoice,    Wilkinson 

>ut  I  insist  upon  it  the  hops  have  not  been  sent  in  time/       Evans. 

hat  would  be  a  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the 

rontract  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute."     So  in  Cooper  v. 

^mith  [a)  it  was  held  that  a  defective  memorandum  of  an 

>rder  for  flour  in  an  order  book  of  the  Plaintiff  could  not 

>e  supplied  by  a  letter  written  by  the  Defendant,  in  which, 

hough  he  recognized  the  order,  yet  he  insisted  that  the 

lour  had  not  been  delivered  in  time ;  and  that  it  was  not 

competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  by  parol  testimony  of  the 

)er8on  who  took  the  order,  that  there  was  no  such  term  in 

he  contract  as  to  deliver  within  a  given  time.     There  is 

lothing  here  to  show  that  it  was  not  a  term  of  the  contract 

hat  the  cheeses  were  to  have  been  sent  in  a  particular  way, 

ind  that  they  were  crushed  by  reason  of  their  not  being 

lent  in  that  way.     [Erie,  C.  J.  It  amounts  to  this  :  The 

Plaintiff  says,  I  sold  you  certain  cheese  at  certain  prices, 

;o  which    the   Defendant  answers :    But  you  sent  them 

3adly  crushed.     Semble,  that  the  exception  taken  by  the 

Defendant  proves  the  bargain.]    There  is  nothing  on  the 

lace  of  the  invoice  to  show  that  the  goods  were  not  sent  on 

ipproval.      In    Smith  v.  Surman  {b),  the    Defendant,  in 

inswer  to  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiff,  wrote,  stating  that 

lie   had   bought  the  timber,  the  subject  of  that  action, 

[>at  that  he  had  bought  it  as  sound  and  good,  and  that 

t  was  not  so,  and  it  was  held  that  as  the  purchaser  did 

lot  in  his  letter  recognize  the  absolute  contract  described 

n    the  vendor's  letter,  but  stated  one  conditional  as  to 

jnality,  there  was  no  sufficient  memorandum.     [Byles,  J. 

rhe  letter  in  answer  to   the   Plaintiff's  attorney  seems 

to  show  that  the  cheese  had  been  ordered  to  be  sent  by 

ranal,  and  if  it  had  been  so  sent  the  chance  of  crushing 

Qfiigbt  have  been  less.]     In  Archer  v.  Baynes  (c),  there  was 

(a)  16  Etut^  103.  (6)  9  fi.  ^  C.  561. 

{c)  5  Ex.  625,  630. 
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1866,  Ik  reftiflal  by  the  Defendant  to  accept  flour  which  it  wu 
Wilkinson  ^^^^^  '^o^  ^^  letters  in  that  case  he  had'  bought  from 
the  Plaintiff  upon  some  contract ;  but  because  it  did  not 
appear  whether  it  had  been  bought  on  a  contract  to  take 
some  particular  barrels,  or  whether  the  Plaintiff  had 
bought  them  on  condition  that  they  should  agree  with  a 
sample  which  had  been  delivered  to  him,  and  that  the 
letters  did  not  express  all  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  was 
held  that  they  were  insufBcient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute. 

Morgan  Lloyd  in  support  of  the  rule.'^— The  inroice  con-- 
tains  all  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the 
upon  it  clearly  refers  to  the  goods  mentioned  in  it    Tb» 
indorsement  states  that  'Uhe  cheeses  came  to^ay/' 
that  the  Defendant  did  not  take  them  in  as  they  wi 
crushed,  "  so  the  candles  and  cheese  are  returned.'^ 
other  cheeses  can  have  been  intended  to  be  referred  to 
those  specified  on  the  other  side  of  the  document.    If 
Defendant's  signature  had  been  placed  at  the  bottom 
the  invoice  instead  of  on  the  back  the  case  would  have 
free  from  doubt.     [Byles,  J.  If  there  had  been  any 
dence  of  any  other  cheeses  than  those  specified  in  the 
voice  there  would  have  been  an  ambiguity ;  but  no  o< 
seems  to  have  been  mentioned.]    This  case  is  precu 
parallel  with  Bailey  v.  Sweeting  (a),  and  all  the  aul 
cited  for  the  Defendant  are  distinguishable. 

[A  question  arose  as  to  that  part  of  the  rule  which  askeA*       '^ 
enter  a  verdict;  but  Lloyd  admitted  that  there  was  so 
doubt  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  an  under-sheriff  under  a 
of  trial  to  reserve  a  point  (&),  and  stated  that  what  was  me 
was  that  the  point  should  be  reserved,  if  it  could  be 
served ;  and  the  Ck)urt  expressed  no  opinion  upon  it] 

(a)  9  C.  B.,  N.  S.  843. 

(6)  See  BuiUr  ▼.  Goodman,  2  Jur.  1067,  aud  ositt  ettsd  Chm-^^'* 
Archb.  Prac.  11th  ed.  424. 
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EfiLly  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  1866. 
xnade  absolute  for  a  new  trial.  It  appears  that  the  De*  WiLKiNgoM 
"tf^dant  ga¥e  a  verbal  order  to  the  Plaintiff  for  some  goods  £v][k. 
tbeese  and  candles — and  that  the  contract  between  the 
was  a  simple  contract  made  by  word  of  mouth  for 
.lie  sale  and  purchase  of  the  goods,  and  nothing  more* 
question  is  whether  there  is  any  sufficient  memoran* 
[um  in  writing  of  the  bargain  between  the  parties  to  satisfy 
Statute  of  Frauds.  The  cheese  and  candles  ordered 
rere  invoiced  by  the  seller  to  the  buyer  in  the  usual  way 
LVid  sent  with  the  invoice ;  and  on  the  back  of  the  invoice 
B  a  letter  written  and  signed  by  the  buyer^  in  which  he 
that  **  the  cheeses  came  that  day,  but  that  he  did 
take  them  in  for  they  were  very  badly  crushed,  SccJ* 
TXliaty  I  think,  was  good  evidence  that  the  invoice  con*^ 
Gained  all  the  stipulations  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  ob* 
jyections  of  the  Defendant  in  that  letter  are  not  directed  t6 
breach  by  the  Plaintiff  of  some  stipulation  in  the  con- 
not  contained  in  the  invoice,  but  to  that  which  had 
happened  during  the  carriage  of  the  goods — their  being 
"S^adly  crushed..  The  letter  written  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
IPlaintiff^s  attorney  confirms  that  view,  because  it  states 
'tthat,  had  the  cheeses  been  sent  by  canal  as  he  ordered 
^hem,  they  would  not  have  been  crushed.  The  direction 
"^o  seiid  by  canal  was  not,  I  think,  any  part  of  the  con<^ 
*toact,  but  a  direction  merely  after  it  had  been  made  as  to 
'^he  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be  executed.  In  Bailey  v. 
^Sweeting  (a),  the  Defendant  bought  upon  one  and  the  same 
^>ccasioii  several  parcels  of  goods  and  some  chimney-glasses, 
Init  tefosed  to  receive  the  glasses  because  they  were  da- 
snaged ;  and  afterwards,  in  answer  to  an  application  from 
^be  Plaintiff,  wrote,  **  The  only  parcel  of  goods  selected 
for  ready  money  was,  the  looking-glasses,  amounting  to 
SSL  lOs.  6d.,  which  goods  I  have  never  received,  and  have 

(fl)  9  C.  B.,  N.  S,  843. 
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1866.       long  since  declined  to  have,  for  reasons  made  known  to  you 

WiLKiMsoN    **  ^'^®  ^™®"    ^^^  regard  to  the  other  items  I  am  ready, 
^  &c."     I  think  that  case  is  directly  in  point    There  the 

complaint  was  that  the  glasses  were  damaged.  Here  it  b 
that  the  cheeses  were  crushed.  But  the  Defendant's  letter 
recognizes  the  contract.  The  only  difference  is,  that  in  this 
case  the  goods  were  not,  as  the  chimney-glasses  were,  spe- 
cific goods,  the  quality  of  which  was  known  at  the  time  of 
the  bargain.  With  regard  to  the  authorities  cited  for  the 
Defendant,  in  all  of  them  it  appears  that  there  was  a  dis- 
pute as  to  some  term  of  the  contract  not  in  writing.  Thus 
in  Richards  v.  Porter  (a),  and  in  Cooper  v.  Smith  (b), 
stipulation  as  to  time  was  the  matter  in  dispute,  and 
letters  complain  of  the  goods  having  been  delivered 
late.  Putting  the  writings  together,  it  appears  that 
was  a  dispute,  and  two  different  writings  disputing  a 
^f  a  contract  can  never  be  a  memorandum  of  the 
In  Smith  v.  Surman(c)  the  letter  did  not  recognize 
absolute  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  trees,  but  one 
ditional  as  to  quality ;  and  in  Archer  v.  Bain€s{c[),  the 
pute  was  as  to  whether  the  sale  was  by  sample.  So  thi 
although  it  was  the  intention  of  the  statute  that  the 
memorandum  should  show  upon  its  face  all  the  operati 
terms  of  the  contract,  in  all  those  cases  it  would  have 
necessary  to  resort  to  oral  evidence  in  order  to  show  wh 
the  contract  really  was. 

Byles,  J.     I  cannot  doubt  that  if  the  Defendant,  at 
time  of  the  sale,  had  signed  the  invoice,  there  would  ba^ 
been  a  sufficient  memorandum  to  satisfy  the  statute; 
it  would  be  to  be  implied  that  the  goods  should  be  in 
condition.     My  only  doubt  has  been,  whether  the  Defi 
ant's  indorsement  upon  the  invoice  suflSiciently  identi 
the  goods  mentioned  in  it     But  I  think  that  the 

(a)  6  B.  4  C.  437.  (r)  9  fi.  4-  C.  561. 

(6)  15  East,  103.  (d)  5  Ex.  625. 
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1  which  he  writes  :  "  the  cheeses  came/' ''  the  candles  and        1866. 

heese  are  returned" — using  the  definite  article  *'  the" —  Wilkinson 
Dports  the  same  as  if  he  had  said   "this"  cheese  and       £^'^8. 
these  candles." 

KsATiNGy  J.  I  agree  with  Mr.  M^Intyre  that  the  terms 
r  the  bargain  must  be  evidenced  by  writing ;  but  I  cannot 
oubt  that  that  evidence  is  furnished  here.  The  indorse- 
ment of  the  Defendant  on  the  invoice  is  the  same  thing  as 

he  had  said  the  cheese  which  I  bought  of  you  has 
rrived  but  is  not  in  the  condition  that  it  ought  to  be.  I 
id  not  hear  any  sound  suggestion  that  any  term  of  the 
>ntract  was  wanting  in  the  invoice. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  letter 
rfers  to  the  invoice  and  recognizes  its  terms,  and  the  case 
lerefore  falls  within  Bailey  v.  Sweeting  (a).  No  doubt 
was  a  condition  not  expressed  in  the  invoice,  but  to  be 
oplied,  that  the  goods  were  to  be  of  merchantable  quality 
ad  in  sound  condition  ;  but  the  complaint  is  not  that  they 
'ere  not  so,  but  that  they  had  been  damaged  in  the  course 
f  carriage.  The  case  differs  from  those  relied  on  by  Mr. 
H'lntyre.  In  Cooper  v.  Smith  (&),  the  Defendant's  letter 
3inplains  of  the  flour  not  being  sent  '*  according  to  time ;" 
nd  not  only  was  the  alleged  contract  not  recognized,  but 
le  objection  went  to  show  a  different  contract  from  that 
died  on  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  other  cases  have  been  dis- 
inguished  by  my  Lord. 

Rule  absolute. 

(«)  9  C.  B.,  i^.  S.  843.  (6)  15  Eatt,  103,  104. 
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Money  paid. 
Owner  of  goodi 
upon  the  pre' 
mieet  tff 
another^  clear' 
ing  them  from  a 
dittrutjor 
rent. 

Voluntary 
payment. 


England  v.  Marsdev. 

Furniture,  Arc,  at  a  tavern  kept  by  the  Defendant,  having  been  aasbrned 
by  him  to  the  Plaintiff  under  a  bill  of  aalei  the  Plaintiff  onforoed  hia 
security,  and  took  absolute  poasestion  of  the  goods,  and,  withoat  any 
express  authority  from  the  Defendant,  alloired  them  to  remain  at  the 
tavern  where  (the  Defendant  being  in  prison  for  debt)  hia  wife 
and  family  resided  for  more  than  three  montha.  The  rent  baring 
accrued  due,  the  landlord  distrained  the  goods.  The  Plaintiff  then 
paid  the  rent  and  broker's  charges  in  order  to  free  his  goods :  Held, 
that  such  payment  was  voluntary  on  the  Plaintiff's  part,  and  diat  the 
law  would  not  imply  any  promise  by  the  Defendant  to  repay  him. 

IPVECLARATION  on  the  common  counts  for  mone 
-■-^    lent,  money  paid,  for  interest  i^nd  money  doe 
accounts  stated. 

Plea  (amongst  others)  never  indebted* 

On  the  trial  before  Smith,  J.,  at  the  Middle»$x  sittiDgv 
after  Michaelnuu  Term,  1866,  it  appeared  that,  in  186(E 
the  Defendant  was  the  proprietor  of  a  tavern  at  KmiiU^ 
Town,  called  the  Qo$pel  Oak,  and  on  the  2nd  Jwm  in 
year  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  furniture,  atoc 
in  trade  and  fittings  upon  the  premises,  by  way  of 


to  secure  the  payment  to  him  of  180/,  The  tnatnune 
was  conditioned  to  be  void  on  payment  of  the  sum  Becu; 
by  weekly  instalments,  and  that  if  default  were  made 
the  payment  of  the  principal  or  any  part  thereof  the  wh 
should  become  due,  and  the  Plaintiff  have  power  to  taT 
possession  and  sell.  On  the  9th  July,  I860,  the 
fendant  was  arrested  and  lodged  in  the  debtors'  pri 
in  Whitecrass  Street,  and  shortly  afterwards  petitioi 
for  relief  under  the  Insolvent  Act  On  the  lOth  Jt 
when  no  rent  was  due  to  the  landlord  of  the  tavern. 
Plaintiff  enforced  the  bill  of  sale  by  taking  possess^ 
of  the  furniture,  &c.  under  it ;  but  instead  of  remov  i 
and  selling  the  property  he  continued  in  possession 


^g 
^f 
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on  the  premises  until  the  23rd  October,  on  which  1866. 
he  landlord  seized  it  as  a  distress  for  the  rent  which  bkolamd"" 
ed  due  on  the  29th  September.  In  the  meantimci 
e  Defendant  was  in  prison,  his  wife  and  family  had 
residing  at  the  tavern,  and  assisting  in  carrying  on 
usinessy  and  on  the  26th  September  the  Defendant  had 
ed  over  the  lease  to  his  assignees.  In  order  to  release 
property  seized  the  Plaintiff  paid  certain  broker's 
^,  amounting  to  6/.  9^.,  and,  on  the  26th  October, 
lid  the  rent,  36/.,  to  the  landlord,  making  altogether 

le  jury  found  their  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for 
p.  6dL|  and  having  farther  found  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
the  6Z.  9s.  and  36/.  without  any  express  authority  from 
)efeudant,  leave  was  reserved  to  the  Plaintiff  to  move 
srease  the  verdict  by  42/.  9f .,  as  money  paid  by  the 
itiff  for  the  use  of  the  Defendant,  on  the  ground  that 

was  an  implied  authority  or  request  of  the  Defendant 
stke  such  payment 

this  Term  Montague  Chambers  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
xiingly.    He  cited  Exall  v.  Partridge  {a),  which  de- 

that  where  the  goods  of  a  stranger  on  the  premises  of 
ler  were  distrained  by  the  landlord  for  rent  in  arrear, 
the  stranger  was  obliged  to  pay  the  rent  to  redeem 
.,  be  might  maintain  assumpsit  for  money  paid  to 
me  of  the  original  lessees,  who  were  bound  by  their 
lants  to  the  landlord,  although  some  of  them  had,  to 
.nowledge  of  the  Plaintiff,  before  he  placed  his  goods 
le  premises,  assigned  their  interest  to  one  of  their  co- 
bs, who  was  in  the  exclusive  possession  at  the  time. 
toore  V.  Pyrke  (i),  that  case  is  distinguished,  but  it  is 
rnized  there  and  also  in  Rodgers  v.  Maw  (c). 

'•  T.  Cole  now  showed  cause. — It  is  found  as  a  fact 

(a)  8  T.  A.  308.  {h)  11  £al^  52,  55. 

(e)  15  If.  4-  W.  444,  448. 
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1866.       that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  express  authority  from  the  De- 


0. 

Marioem. 


England     fendant  to  pay  this  42/.  9^.;  and  none  can  be  implied. 
It  was  a  mere  Toluntary  payment.    The  Plaintiff  took 
possession  more  than   three  months  before  the  landlord 
distrained,  and  had  no  right  to  leave  the  property  upon  the 
premises  for  that  time  for  his  own  conveniencei  and  ran 
the  risk  of  it  being  seized,  as  it  was,  for  rent  which 
cnied  after  taking  possession.      The   Defendant  was  ir^^ 
prison  during  that  whole  time.   Exall  t.  Partridge  (a)  is  r 
very  different  case  from  the  present.    There  the  Defendarr^ 
was  a  coachmaker,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  placed  his  ca 
riage  upon  the  Defendant's  premises  under  his  care,  wbe 
it  was  taken  by  the  landlord  as  a  distress,  and  in  order 
redeem  it  the  Plaintiff  was  obliged  to  pay  the  rent 
Defendant  there  was  a  bailee  of  the  carriage,  the  pay 
was  compulsory,  and  under  those  circumstances  a  pro 
to  repay  from  the  party  primarily  responsible  will  be 
plied. 

M.  Chambers  and  BuU  in  support  of  the  rule. — lib  tt 
true  the  Defendant  was  in  prison,  but  his  wife  and  faar>  i-I/ 
resided  in  the  house,  and  the  furniture  and  stock-in-l 
were  allowed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  be  used  for  the 
of  the  business.  In  principle,  therefore,  the  case  is  not  di^ 
tinguishable  from  Exall  v.  Partridge  (a).  [They  also  reli^ 
on  Rodgers  v.  Maw  (i).]  The  Plaintiff  is  in  the  posilioO  ^ 
a  lodger  whose  goods  are  seized  by  the  superior  landlord  ^^ 
account  of  rent  due  from  his  tenant  [^Smith.  J.  You  iiii^^^ 
not  assume  that.  The  Plaintiff  kept  a  man  in  possession' 
during  the  whole  time,  and  allowed  the  goods  to  remain  ^^ 
the  premises  in  the  hope  of  getting  a  better  price  for  th^*"* 
from  a  new  tenant.  .  .  The  rent  was  not  due  till  2i^^ 
September,  and  on  the  26th  September  the  Defendant  g^^' 
up  possession  of  the  house  to  the  assignees  by  the  ordec  ^ 

(«)  8  T.  R.  308.  (6)  15  M.if  W.  444,  448. 
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*he  Court  The  Plaintiff,  thereforei  is  asking  him,  he  being        1866* 
insol'vcnt,  to  pay  rent  which  he  certainly  never  would  have     England 
paid   to  the  landlord.]  Mae«en. 

SlxtXB,  C.  J.    I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
oisoharged.     The  facts  are  that  the  Plaintiff  having  taken 
P^^^sseesion  of  the  goods  under  a  bill  of  sale  on  the  10th 
*^^'jf9  left  them  upon  the  Defendant's  premises  until  after 
"^^    29th  September^  when   rent  accrued  due,  and  after 
^'^^^  rent  had  accrued  the  landlord  distrained.     Afterwards 
the  goods  were  cleared  from  the  distress  by  the  payment 
^y  the  Plaintiff  of  the  monies  which  he  now  seeks  to  re- 
^^over  from  the  Defendant.     On  behalf  of  the  Defendant 
It  is  said  that,  when  the  owner  of  goods  places  them  upon 
the   premises  of  another,  and  they  are  distrained  by  the 
^^^dlord,  and  are  freed  from  the  distress  by  a  payment 
*^ade  by  the  owner  of  the  goods,  such  payment  is  a  pay- 
ment under  compulsion,  and  that,  on  the  authority  of  Exall 
^-  Cartridge  {a)  the  monies  so  paid  may  be  recovered  back 
'''oin  the  person  who  was  liable  for  the  rent.    But  there  is 
^  S^^eat  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present     In 
^at  case  Partridge  was  a  coachmaker,  who  was  bailee  of 
^^  carriage,  and  for  his  own  profit  and  benefit  kept  it  for 
^^    Plaintiff;   and  the  Plaintiff  having  paid  the  rent  for 
^hieh  Partridge  and  the  other  two  Defendants  in  that  case 
responsible,  in  order  to  clear  his  carriage  from  the  dis- 
k,  it  was  held  that  under  those  circumstances  the  action 
^^Uld  lie.     In  that  case  the  carriage  was  left  upon  the 
i^^^Ociises  of  the  Defendant  at  his  request  and  for  his  benefit; 
^t  the  goods  in  this  case,  as  far  as  I  understand  the  evi- 
^^^oe,  were  left  upon  the  premises  for  the  benefit  of  the 
^^^ntiff^  and  neither  at  the  request  of  the  Defendant  nor 
^•^   liis  benefit.    When  the  Plaintiff  took  possession  under 
^   till  of  sale  the  goods  became  his  absolute  property, 
^^    it  was  his  duty  to  have  removed  them  from  the  pre- 

(a)  8  T.  R.  308. 

OL.  I. — c.  P.  R  R 
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1866.  mises;  and  it  may  be  that  he  allowed  them  to  remain  there 
England  in  the  expectation  that  they  would  sell  for  a  better  price. 
Maeiden.     However  that  may  be,  the  case,  to  my  mind,  is  as  if  the 

goods  had  been  put  upon  the  Defendant's  premises  without 

bis  leave. 

Btles,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    As  I  collect  the 
fisicts  the  evidence  shows  that  this  payment  was  made  by 
the  Plaintiff  exclusively  for  his  own  advantage,  and  no 
has  been  cited  to  show  that  in  that  case  the  law  will  impi 
a  request. 

K BATING,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case 
clearly  distinguishable  from  £xaU  v.  Partridge.  Tbi 
case  is  an  illustration  of  the  rule  of  law  that  where 
man  is  obliged  to  pay  a  debt  for  which  another  is  liable,  t' 
law  will  imply  a  promise  by  the  latter  to  indemnify  hi 
But  here  the  Plaintiff  was  not  compelled  to  pay  the  lai^ 
lord's  rent  within  the  meaning  of  that  rule ;  because  X>« 
allowed  the  goods  to  remain  on  the  premises  whilst  ft2ft« 
rent  was  accruing  due  for  his  own  advantage. 


Smith,  J.    Tlie  case  is  altogether  distinguishable 
Exall  V.  Partridge.    The  Plaintiff  by  his  own  volant3^»7 
act  put  the  goods  in  the  position  in  which  they  were 
by  the  landlord ;  and  no  doubt  thought  it  better  and 
for  his  advantage  to  keep  them  upon  the  premises  until  a 
new  tenant  came  in.     He  knew  that  if  rent  should  be  in 
arrear  the  landlord  had  power  to  distrain,  and  if  he  b^d 
asked  the  Defendant  to  allow  him  to  keep  the  goods  t^^oxk 
the  premises,  his  answer  in   all   probability  would  las^^ 
been : — If  you  do  you  must  be  prepared  to  satisfy  the    t^"^ 
when  it  becomes  due,  as  I  am  insolvent* 

Rule  discbaig^sd. 
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1866. 


Bartlett  v.  Stinton.  f^^!*!!x 

April  20. 


'e  a  summons  to  set  aside  an  irreffular  execution  asks  for  the  costs  of  Practice. 
he  application,  the  Defendant  submits  himself  to  the  discretion  of  the  Setting  asidt 
udge  and,  in  i^antini?  the  application,  the  judge  may  impose  as  a  irregular  ere' 
;oDdition,  which  the  Court  will  not  rescind,  that  the  Defendant  shall  cution  tm  terms 
iring  no  action.  of  bringing  no 

3IS  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  to  jurisdiction  qf 

rescind  part  of  an  order  raade  by  Willes,  J.,  directing  •^JJi^row***** 
he  should  bring  no  action.  M  costs, 

n  the  28th  February  the  Defendant  had  been  served 
1  a  writ  of  summons  issued  on  that  day,  which  was 
ially  indorsed  in  the  form  contained  in  8ched.  A., 
4,  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  &  16 
I.  c.  76).  The  last  day  for  appearance  according  to 
exigency  of  the  writ  was  the  7th  March;  but  the 
endant  did  not  appear,  and  on  the  9th  March  the 
utifF  duly  signed  final  judgment  for  non-appearance. 
.  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  8.  27,  enacts  that  "  the  Plaintiff 

upon  such  judgment  issue  execution  at  the  expiration 
ight  days  from  the  last  day  for  appearance,  and  not 
re.''*  The  Plaintiff,  however,  issued  a  fi.  fa.  on  the 
i  March,  and  on  the  same  day  the  sheriff  levied  for 
amount  of  debt  and  costs,  and  left  a  man  in  posses^  . 
•  On  the  same  day  the  Defendant  took  out  a  sum- 
is  calling  on  the  Plaintiff  to  show   cause  why  ''the 

of  fi.  fa.  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  thereon 
lid  not  be  set  aside  with  costs  of  and  incident  to  this 
lication  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  the  point  being 

the  Plaintiff's  execution   was   premature,   inasmuch 
le  was  not  authorized  to  issue  execution   until  eight 
I  after  the  last  day  for  appearance." 
be  summons  was  heard  at  Chambers  by  Willes,  J.,  on 
12th  March,  who  granted  the  application  with  costs ; 

rr2 
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1866.  but,  notwithstanding  that  the  Defendant's  counsel  protested 

Bartlett  against  the  term  being  imposed,  made  it  a  part  of  the 

V*  order  that  the   Defendant  should  bring  no  action,  and 
Stinton.  ®  ' 


indorsed  upon  the  summons  "  Order — No  action."     It  di( 
not  appear,  however,  that  the  Defendant's  counsel  ha< 
offered  to  waive  that  part  of  the  summons  which  askec^^.^ 
for  costs.    The  order  of  the  learned  judge  was  not  draw  ^^ 
up;  but  the  debt  and  costs  were  paid  on  the  16tb  itforcC^^j 
and  the  sheriff  went  out  of  possession. 

Kenealy  in  support  of  the  application. — The  Defendaik^-t  s 
counsel  protested  against  the  Defendant  being 
from  bringing  an  action,  and  the  learned  judge  had 
authority  to  impose  the  term  against  his  consent    X^he 
order  has  not  been  drawn  up  or  acted  upon,  and  thoia^li 
the  sheriff  has  withdrawn,  it  was  only  upon  being  paid  tJxe 
debt  and  costs,  for  his  own  security.     Coih  v.  WtUs  C^*) 
shows  that  an  application  for  setting  aside  a  judgment,  ^u 
against  good  faith,  is  ex  dehito  ju8titi€B,  and  the  Court  will 
not  impose  on  the  Defendant  as  a  condition  for  setting    ^^ 
aside,  that  he  bring  no  action.    The  execution  here  w^^^ 
grossly  irregular,  and  it  was  only  ex  debitojugtUuB  and  c^^ 
favour  to  the  Defendant  to  set  it  aside.    The  Defenda^Ent 
may  have  suffered  serious  damage  and,  though  the  learn^^^ 
judge  could  not  have  known  the  circumstances,  this  ordi 
precluding  the  Defendant  from  his  remedy  was  made  wit 
out  inquiry  into  them. 

Erlb,  C.  J.    The  ground  upon  which  you  ask  us       '^ 
rescind  the  part  of  the  order  in  question  is  that  the  app^ 
cation  to  the  learned  judge  was  a  demand  for  that  wbi 
was  due  ex  debito  justitue,  and  therefore  that  be  bad 
discretion  in  the  matter ;  but  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  lMdu 
rule  ought  not  to  be  granted,  upon  the  principle  that  '^e 
summons  having  asked  for  costs,  which  were  in  tbe 

(a)  I  B.  Si  Ad.  375. 
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"etion  of  the  judge,  and  be  having  made  the  order  with        1866. 

wts,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Defendant,  after  sub-  bartlett 

litling  himself  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  to  object  ^  ^    *' 
le  way  in  which  he  has  exercised  it. 

Btlbs,  Keating  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Harrison  v.  Seymour.  ¥'^1* 

Aprtl  23. 

he  Plaintiff  entered  into  an  agreement  with  one  S.  for  the  purchase  from  /vi hcmo/ ojmI 
him  of  a  new  and  incomplete  ship  called  the  Devonpart,  for  which  the  ^^^^y. 
Plaintiff  was  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  and  transfer  to  S.  an  old  ship  ^^j,^  coim/I- 
called  the  Lord  Deilhoutie,  and  it  was  agreed  that  S.  should  repair,  re-  tiofudfor  the 
daas  the  latter  ship,  and  mortgage  her  to  the  Plaintiff  for  a  sum  of  pgrfwrnanee  rf 
money,  which  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  advance  on  the  Oevonjwrt  being  ^j^^;,,^^  maiteri, 
delivered  over  to  him  completed.    The  Defendant  thereupon  gave  the  jfUgratum  of 
Phuntiff  his  bond,  which,  after  reciting  the  agreement,  was  conditioned  fon/rgi./  mth^ 
to  be  void  if  S.  should  forthwith,  at  bis  own  expense,  repair  the  Lord  ^^  surety* t 
Dalhoutie,  so  that  she  should  be  entitled  according  to  the  rules  of  consent, 
Ltoffd^t  Registry,  to  be  classed  eight  years  A  1,  and  if  she  should 
within  three  calendar  months  be  classed  eight  years  A  1  at  L/oyd*!,  and 
if  &  should  at  his  own  expense,  within  two  weeks  after  the  arrival  of 
tbe  Devonport  in  the  port  of  London,  do  and  supply  such  things  as  ac- 
cording to  the  contract  remained  to  be  done  upon  the  settlement  for 
that  ship.     Afterwards  the  Plaintiff  and  S,,  and  another,  without  the 
consent  of  the  Defendant,  entered  into  a  second  agreement,  containing, 
amongst  other  provisions  affecting  the  Devonport,  one  by  which  the  time, 
within  which  the  ship  under  the  original  agreement  was  to  be  com- 
pleted, was  shortened,  and  she  was  to  be  finished  in  a  more  expensive 
manner.    Held: 

1.  That  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  in 

respect  of  the  repairs  and  classing  of  the  Lord  Dalhoutie  were 
distinct  from  those  relating  to  the  completion  of  the  Devonport, 

2.  That,  although  by  the  alteration  by  the  Plaintiff  of  his  contract 

with  5.  in  respect  of  the  Devonport,  the  surety  was  discharged 
from  his  liability  in  respect  of  that  ship,  such  alteration  did 
not  affect  his  liability  in  respect  of  the  Lord  Dalhoutie. 

TIHIS  was  an  action  brought  against  the  Defendant  as 
•^  surety.  The  PlaintiiF  having  demurred  to  one  of 
he  pleas,  and  the  issues  of  fact  raised  by  that  and  the 
>ther  pleas  having  been  tried,  the  demurrer  was  ordered 
lo  be  argued  at  the  same  time  that  cause  was  shown  against 
n  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 
Declaration : — That  the  Defendant  by  his  bond,  bearing 


i 
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1866.  date  the  29th  of  March,  a.d.  1865,  became  bound  to  the 
HAREitoM  Plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  6,000/.,  to  be  paid  by  the  De- 
fendant to  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  a  condition  thereunder 
written  :  whereby,  after  reciting  that  by  agreement  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  «/.  SmurthwaHe 
of  the  other  part,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  purchase  a 
ship,  called  the  Devonport,  from  J.  Smurthwaite^  and 
the  price  for  such  ship  was  the  transfer  by  the  Plaintiff 
to  J.  Smurihwaite  of  a  ship  of  the  Plaintiff's  called  the 
Lord  Dalhousie,  and  the  payment  to  «7.  Smurthwaite  of 
a  sum  of  money,  and  that  by  the  agreement  the  Plaintiflf 
agreed,  upon  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  ship  Devonp&rtf 
to  lend  to  «/.  Smurthwaite  6,000/.  on  mortgage  of  the  ehip 
Lord  Dalhouide,  and  J.  Smurthwaite  agreed  that  he  would, 
at  his  own  expense,  repair  and  restore  the  ship  JM 
Dalhousie  so  as  to  class,  and  to  class,  her  eight  years  A  1 
at  Lloyds,  and  also  agreed,  as  an  additional  security 
that  he  would  forthwith  so  repair  and  restore  the  ehip^ 
to  give  a  satisfactory  security  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  De- 
fendant ;  and  that  it  was  thereby  further  agreed  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  have  the  option  of  settling  for  the  ship 
Devonport,  whether  complete  or  not,  at  any  time  after  a 
week  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  that  anything 
then  retraining  to  be  done  and  supplied  to  the  ship,  accord- 
ing to  the  contract  and  the  specification  therein  mentioned, 
should  be  done  and  supplied  in  London,  by  and  at  the 
expense  of  J.  Smurthwaite,  withip  two  weeks  after  the 
ship's  arrival  in  London,  and  that  J.  Smurthwaite  thereby 
agreed  to  give  the  Plaintiff  a  satisfactory  guarantee  by  the 
Defendant  to  that  effect;  and  after  further  reciting  that  the 
Defendant  had  agreed  to  enter  into  the  bond  with  soch 
defeasance  as  thereinafter  contained,  it  was  conditioned 
and  provided  that  if  J.  Smurthwaite  should  forthwith,  at 
his  own  expense,  restore  and  repair  the  ship  Lard  D^ 
housie,  so  that  she  should  be  entitled,  according  totb^ 
rules  of  LlaycTs  Registry,  to  be  classed  eight  yean  A  h 
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and  if  the  ship  should,  within  three  calendar  months  from        1866. 
the  date  of  the  bondy  be  classed  eight  years  A  1  at  Lloyd 9^     Haeriiow 
and  if  J.  Smurthwaiie  should,  at  his  own  expense,  within     sbtmour. 
two  weeks  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  Devonport  in  the 
port  of  London^  do  and  supply  all  such  matters  and  things 
as,  according  to  the  contract,  and  the  specification  therein 
mentioned,  should  remain  to  be  done  and  supplied  upon 
the  settlement  for  the  ship  Devonport  as  above  mentioned, 
then  the  bond  should  be  void,  but  otherwise  should  be 
and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  The  breaches  assigned 
were,    1st,   that  «7.   Smurthwaiie    did  not    forthwith,    at 
his  own  expense,  restore  and  repair  the  ship  Lord  Dal- 
hausUf  so  that  she  should  be  or  was  entitled,  according  to 
the  rules  of  Lloyd's  Registry,  to  be  classed  eight  years 
A  1,  but  therein  made  default,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the 
condition.     2ndly,  that  the  ship  Lord  Dalhousie  was  not, 
within  three  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  said 
bond  (which  period  had  elapsed  before  action  brought), 
classed  eight  years  A  1  at  Lloyd's,    And,  3rdly,  that  al- 
though the  ship  Devonport  arrived  in  the  port  of  London^ 
and  although,  upon  the  settlement  for  the  ship  as  afore- 
said there  remained,  according  to  the  contract,  and  the 
specification  therein  mentioned,  divers  matters  and- articles 
to  be  done  and  supplied  by  J.  Smurthwaiie^  yet  he  did 
not,  at  his  own  expense,  within  two  weeks  after  the  arrival 
of  the   ship   Devonport  in   the  port  of  London  (which 
period  had  elapsed  before  action  brought),  do  and  supply 
all  snob  matters  and  things,  or  any  of  them,  but  therein 
failed  and  made  default,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
dition. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  first  plea,  traversed  the  breaches 
alleged,  and,  for  a  fourth  plea,  pleaded  for  defence  on 
equitable  grounds,  that  he  entered  into  the  bond  and 
condition  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as  surety  only 
for  •/•  Smurthwaiie^  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
arriral  of  the  ship  Devonport  in  the  port  of  London^  and 
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1866.       before  the  expiration  of  the  three  calendar  months  in  the 
Hasemon     condition  mentioned,  the  Plaintiff  ajid  J.  Smwrikwmie^ 
Sbtmoue.      ^ge^her  with  one   W.  •/.   Young^  entered  into  a  f^riain      ^ 
other  agreement^  dated   the   20th  of  Aprils  a.d.  1865| 
without  the  knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of  the  Defend- 
ant, which  last-mentioned  agreement  the  Plaintiff  th< 
without  the  knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of  the  Defeni 
aut,  accepted  and  received  from  J.  Smurthwaite,  in  lien 
and  substitution  for  and  in  accord  and  satisfaction  of 
much  of  the  agreement,  in  the  condition  mentioned, 
related  to  the  ship  Devonport. 

The  Plaintiff  took  issue  on  that  plea,  and  also 
to  it,  the  grounds  of  demurrer  being  that  the  plea  was  k 
for  not  showing  that  time  was  given  to  J.  Smurthwaite 
the  new  agreement,  or  that  the  terms  were  thereby 
so  as  to  discharge  the  Defendant ;  that  the  plea  did 
show  that  the  new  agreement  was  intended  to  su] 
the  original  one ;  and  that  the  plea  was  pleaded  to 
whole  declaration,  and  showed  no  answer  to  the 
assigned  as  to  the  ship  Lord  DalhousUf  and  being  bad  ii 
part  was  bad  altogether. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

On  the  trial  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  ZoN^ot, 
after  Michaelmas  Term,  1865,  it  appeared  that  the  Defend* 
ant  carried  on  business  in  London  as  a  ship-broker,  under 
the  name  of  Seymour,  Peacock  k  Co.    The  Plaintiff  was  a 
shipowner  in  London,  and  was  desirous  of  purchasing  from 
one  Smurthwaite,  who  was  a  shipbuilder  at  Sunderland,  a 
newly-built  ship  called  the  Devonport.     The  ship  Lord 
Dalhousie  was  an  old  ship  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
Smurthwaite  having  consented  to  take  that  ship  as  part  of 
the  consideration  for  the  purchase,  to  repair  her  and  class 
her  A  1,  and  mortgage  her  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  following 
agreement  was  entered  into  : — **  Memorandum  of  agree- 
ment made  this  22nd  day  of  March,  1865,  at  Liverpool, 
between  John  Smurthwaite,  of  &c.,  of  the  one  part,'  and 
Thomas  Ovington  Harrison,  of  &c.  of  the  other  par^ 
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witnesseth  that  the  said  J.  Smurthwaite  agrees  to  buy       1866. 
and  take  oyer  from  tlie  said   T,   O.  Harrison  the  ship     Harriioii 
Lard  Dalhausie  as  she  now  lies  in   Birkenhead  Floati     sbtmour. 
together  with  all  the  old  yellow  metal  sheathing  stripped 
off  her  bowy  delivered  to  Messrs.  Mom  &  Co.,  and  all 
her  stores  on  board  and  on  shore,  exceptiDg  the  chro- 
nometer and  provisions;    and  the   said   J,  Smurthwaite 
agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  over  to  the  said  T,  O.  Harrison, 
in  the  South  Dock,  Sunderland,  the  new  ship  Devonport 
(now  lying  in  the  North  Dock,  Sunderland),  classed  thir- 
teen years  A  l,at  LloydCs,  yellow  metalled,  fitted  and  com- 
pleted for  sea,  with  first-class  East  India  outfit,  according 
to  inventory,  marked  A.,  annexed;  in  consideration  of  which 
said  purchase,  and  the  said  sale  and  delivery  by  the  said 
Smurthwaite  to  the  said  Harrison,  he,  the  said  Harrison, 
agrees  to  pay  the  said  Smurthwaite,  on  his  delivery  over  to 
him  of  the  said  ship  Devonport  complete  as  aforesaid,  the 
sum  of  I4,750Z.,  of  which  9,000/.  is  to  be  paid  in  cash  and 
6,760Z.  in  Harrison's  acceptances,  at  six  months'  date,  which 
Mr.  Harrison  engages  to  discount,  or  get  discounted,  at 
the  minimum  Bank  of  England  rate,  as  difference  or  balance 
of  purchase  money  between  the  two  ships.     And  further, 
the  said  Smurthwaite  hereby  promises  and  agrees  at  his 
own  expense  to  repair  and  restore  and  re-metal  the  afore- 
said ship  Lord  Dalhousie  so  as  to  class,  and  to  class,  her 
eight  years  A  1,  at  Lloyd! s,  and  also  undertaking,  as  an 
additional  security  that  he  will  forthwith  so  repair  and 
restore  the  said  ship,  to  give  a  satisfactory  guarantee  to  the 
said  Harrison,  by  Messrs.  Peacock  Sc  Co.,  of  116,  Fen- 
church  Street,  London,  to  such  effect.    The  said  Harrison 
hereby  agrees,  on  the  delivery  over  to  him  of  the  said  ship 
Devonport,  fitted  and  completed  as  aforesaid,  to  lend  the 
said  Smurthwaite  6,000/.,  on  mortgage  to  the  said  Harri- 
son of  tlie  said  ship  Lord  Dalhousie,  together  with  a  satis- 
factory mortgage  agreement,  providing  that  the  said  Har- 
rison has  also  the  personal  security  of  the  said  Smurthwaite, 
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1866.  and  that  the  ship  shall  be  insured  always  at  SmwrtkwaiU'M 
HASRitov  expense  to  the  extent  of  8,000/.|  and  due  payment  of  in- 
Sbtmovr.  ^^^^  half  yearly,  at  ten  per  cent,  per  annum,  as  also  tha 
usual  clauses  securing  the  repayment  of  principal  and  i 
terest,  but  not  at  a  less  time  than  eighteen  months  from 
time  the  money  is  lent,  unless  the  ship  be  sold  or  lost,  p 
▼ided  the  conditions  of  the  said  agreement  are  compli 
with  faithfully ;  and  that  the  ship  shall  be  insured  againr 
all  risks  with  good  underwriters  by  time  policies,  an 
which,  with  the  premiums  paid  thereon,  are  to  be  bander 
to  said  Harrison.  The  stri|)ping  of  the  yellow  metal 
the  portion  of  damage  and  repairs  already  done  to  the 
Dalhousie  in  Clover's  Docks  to  be  paid  by  said  Hi 
$on^  who  is  to  have  the  sole  advantages  of  all  aTei 
clauses  receivable  from  his  underwriters  for  the  dami 
sustained  in  the  late  voyage.  Should  Messrs. 
Peaeoeh  k  Co.  refuse  to  give  Harrison  a  satisfactory 
rantee  as  before  stated,  within  twenty-four  hours  of  Hi 
rixon*s  applying  for  same,  then  in  such  case  the 
ment  to  be  null  and  void.  The  Devonport  herein 
to  is  guaranteed  at  least  to  be  1,200  tons  below  deck, 
including  the  poop,  register  tonnage;  but  if  she  should 
short  of  that,  for  every  ton  short  the  seller  agrees  to  all 
and  pay  the  purchaser  at  the  rate  of  16/.  per  ton.  'E'Bae 
purchaser  of  the  Devonport  to  have  the  option  of  settl  i  ^^S 
for  the  ship,  whether  complete  or  not,  at  any  time  afte^*  ^ 
week  from  this  date,  and  anything  required  by  the  wit^^  ^ 
contract  and  specification,  not  then  done  and  supplied  ^  "^ 
be  done  and  supplied  in  London^  at  the  seller's  expen 
within  two  weeks  after  arrival  in  London;  and  Mr. 
tcaite  engages  to  give  Mr.  Harrison  a  satisfactory  g 
rantee,  by  Messrs.  Seymour,  Peacock  Sc  Co.,  to  such  e 

After  the  making  of  that  agreement,  and  the  execofti 
by  the  Defendant  of  the  bond  declared  on,  some  negoti 
tion  took  place  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Smurthwaite  wf  ^ 
reference  to  a  settlement,  notwithstanding  the  ship 
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p€rt  was  not  completed ;    and  the  following  letter  was       1866. 
written  and  sent  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff:—  Harrison 

"  London,  10th  April,  1866.  Seymour. 

*'  T.  Harrison,  Esq., 

now  at  Sunderland. 

"  Dear  Sir, 

*'  With  reference  to  the  contract  for  the  purchase  by 

you  of  the  ship  **  Devonport,^*  we  understand  it  is  proposed 

to  make  a  settlement  with  you  meantime,  by  leaving  a  small 

sum  in  your  hands  until  the  ship  is  finally  finished,  and,  in 

the  event  of  your  so  making  a  '  settlement  on   account, 

we  hereby  undertake  that  our  guarantee  shall  remain  in 

force,  notwithstanding  such  a  mode  of  settlement. 

"  We  are,  dear  Sir,  yours  respectfully, 

"  Seymour,  Peacock  k  Co." 

On  the  20th  April,  a  memorandum  of  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Smurihwaite  of  the  first  part,  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  and  one  Young  of  the  third 
part,  which,  after  reciting  that,  by  the  agreement  of  the 
22nd  March,  Smurihwaite  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  over 
to  Harrison,  in  the  South  Dock,  Sunderland,  the  new  ship 
Devonport,  classed  thirteen  years  A.  I  at  Lloyd's,  and 
yellow  metalled,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  which  purchase 
and  sale  by  Smurihwaite  to  Harrison  the  latter  agreed  to 
pay  to  the  former,  on  delivery  over  to  him  of  the  ship 
complete  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  14,750/.,  of  which  9,000/. 
was  to  be  in  cash  and  5,760/.  by  Harrisons  acceptances, 
which  Harrison  agreed  to  discount,  and  also  hy  transfer- 
ring to  Smurihwaite  the  ship  Lord  Dalhousie ;  that  Smurth- 
waiie  had  not  fully  completed  the  outfit  of  the  ship  Devon^ 
pari,  pursuant  to  the  agreement;  that  Smurihwaite  had 
requested  Harrison  to  pay  to  him  the  sum  of  19,500/. 
OD  account  of  and  in  part  payment  of  the  amount  agreed 
to  be  paid,  and  by  virtue  of  the  agreement,  which  Har^ 
^ison  had  agreed  to  do  on  Smurihwente  entering  into  tb« 
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1866.       agreement  and  guarantee  thereinafter  contained ;  that  m 
Harriion     pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  in   execution  thereof, 
Seymour,     it  had  been   agreed  that  180/.  should   be  deducted  for 
short  tonnage,   and    129/.  Is.  6d.  should   be  deducted 
from  the  purchase-money   for  the  discount  referred  to 
in  the  agreement,  and  after  payment  of  the  19,600/.,  and 
deduction  of  ISO/,  and  129/.  7s.  6e/.,  there  still  remmned 
in  the  hands  of  Harrison  the  sum  of  940/.  I2f.  6c/. ;  and 
that  it  had  been  specially  agreed,  for  certain  considera- 
tions, that  the  said  sum  of  940/.  I2s.  6d,  should  be  paid 
over,  on  completion,  to  Young  :  it  was  witnessed  ''  that,  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  19,500/.  in  hand  well  and  truly 
paid  by  the  said   T,  O.  Harrison  to  the  said  J.  Smwrtir 
waite,  or  to  his  order  (the  receipt  of  which  said  sum  the 
said  J.  Smurthwaite  doth  hereby  admit  and  acknowledge), 
he,  the  said  J.  Smurthwaite,  doth  hereby  undertake  and 
agree  fully  and  eiFectually,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
T.  O.  Harrison,  to  put  into  the  South  Dock,  class  and 
complete  the  said  vessel,  and  her  outfit,  according  to  con- 
•tract,  on  or  before  the  27th  day  of  AprU  next,  and  to  carry 
out  the  aforesaid  agreement  in  its  full  integrity.     And  it  is 
hereby    agreed,   by    and    between  the  said  parties,  that 
the  said   T.   O.  Harrison  shall  retain  the   said    sum  of 
940/.   ]2s.  6d.,  part  and  balance  of  the  purchase-mooey 
due  in  respect  of  the  said  ship,  and  payable  on  the  com- 
pletion of  the  said  ship ;  and  on  such  completion  the  said 
T.  O.  Harrison  shall  pay  the  said  sum  of  940/.  \2s.U^ 
being  with  the  said  sums  of  1 9,500/.,  180/.,  and  129/.  Is*  61, 
already  paid  and  agreed  to  be  deducted,  the  full  sum  agreed 
to  be  paid  by  the  said  T,  O.  Harrison  for  and  in  respectof 
the  said  ship.  And  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  T.  O.  Harriti^ 
shall  be  paid  by  the  said  J.  Smurthwaite  interest  at  the  rateof 
5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  said  sum  of  19,500/.  from  this 
date,  until  the  said  ship  and  outfit  shall  be  fully  completed: 
provided  also  that  the  ship  shall  be  deemed  completed,  so  6f 
as  this  clause  is  concerned,  notwithstanding  the  long  boat 
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mm  not  finished  and  on  board.  And  it  is  hereby  further  agreed        1866. 
^Kiiat  if  the  said  J,  Smttrthwaite  shall  neglect,  omit  or  refuse     Haeehon 
complete  the  said  Tessel  and  her  outfity  according  to  the     sbtmour. 
of  the  aforesaid  agreement,  on  or  before  the  said 
^S7th  day  of  April  aforesaid,  then  it  shaU  and  may  be  law- 
tfal  for  the  said  T.  O.  Harrison,  but  not  obligatory  upon 
liiniy  to  do  all  that  may  be  necessary  to  complete  the  said 
^vessel  and  her  outfit    And  it  is  hereby  agreed  by  the  said 
jMirties  that  the  said.  T,  O,  Harrison  shall  have  the  option 
of  applying  the  said  balance  or  sum  of  940/.  I2s.  6d,  so 
Temaining  in  his  hands  as  aforesaid,  or  so  much  thereof 
ms  shall  or  may  be  necessary  so  to  do,  in  completing  and 
fimshing  the  said  vessel  and  her  outfit  as  aforesaid ;  and 
any  further  sum  or  sums  of  money  over  and  above  the  said 
sum  of  9401.  \2s.  6d.  which  may  be  expended  by  the  said 
T.  O.  Harrison  in  so  doing  shall  be  a  charge  against  the 
said  John  Smurthwaite,  his  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  and  payable  by  him  on  demand  made  by  the  said 
T»  O.  Harrison,    And  it  is  further  agreed  that  the  several 
articles  and  things  specified  in  the  list  appended  hereto 
shall,  with  other  things,  be  deemed  to  be  necessary  to  the 
due  completion  of  the  ship.  And  the  said  John  Smurthwaite 
doth  hereby  specially  declare  and  agree  that  the  receipt 
of  the  said  W.  J.  Young  for  and  in  respect  of  any  monies 
paid  to  him  by  the  said  T.  O.  Harrison^  shall  be  a  good, 
valid  and  effectual  discharge  for  the  amount  therein  ex- 
pressed to  be  received.    Signed  by  all  parties,  in  the  pre- 
sence of,"  &c. 

On  the  same  day  the  arrangement  as  to  the  ship  Lord 
Dalhousie  was  carried  out,  the  ship  being  conveyed  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  Smurthwaite  by  a  common  statutory  bargain 
and  sale,  purporting  to  be  in  consideration  of  6,000/. ;  and 
by  a  deed  of  the  same  date  Smurthwaite  mortgaged  her  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  that  amount  In  the  May  following  Smtir/A- 
vmite  became  bankrupt. 

Except  by  writing  the  letter  of  the  10th  April,  1865,  it 
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1866.       did  not  appear  that  the  Defendant  had  been  priry  to  or 
H4ERI80M.     had  Banctioned  the  agreement  of  the  20tb  April,  and  the 

am 

Sbymour.  contention  for  him  was  that,  inasmuch  as  that  agreement 
altered  the  original  contract  with  reference  to  the  ahip 
Devonport,  the  Defendant  was  altogether  released  fro 
bis  liability  as  surety  with  reference  to  the  ship  Lon 
Dalhousie, 

The  jury  found  their  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  with  l^SOOi 
damages  on  the  first  and  second  breaches,  i(nd  1#. 
OD  the  third  breach. 

In  Hilary  Term,  Joseph  Brown  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant  on  the  fourth  plea,  pu 
suant  to  leave  reserved,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  Wi 
sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  that  the  Defendant  was  di 
charged  from  his  liability  on  the  bond  by  the  agreem< 
made  the  20th  April  between  the  Plaintiff  SmttrthftaC 
and  Young;  and  that,  at  least,  the  Defendant  was  dm 
charged  so  far  as  related  to  the  ship  DevonporL 


Sir  Geo.  Honyman  (E.  James  with  him)  now  show 
cause,  and  supported  the  demurrer. — The  substantial  qu^ 
tion  is  as  to  the  Defendant's  liability  for  the  non-perfor 
ance  by  Smurthwaite  of  his  contract  in  respect  of  the 
Dalhousie.   Under  the  original  agreement  the  Plaintiff  w  ^g 
to  purchase  the  Devonport,  the  price  to  be  the  Ztord  IP^am.J^ 
housie  and  a  dum  of  money,  and  on  delivery  over  to  biora      of 
the  Devonport  complete,  he  was  to  pay  Smurthwaite   &%e 
money  (14,750/.),  and  the  Plaintiff  also  had  the  optiora      of 
settling  for  her,  whether  complete  or  not,  after  a  week  fir^^^ni 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  anything  required  by    ^fclie 
contract  to  be  done  to  her,  which  was  not  done,  was  to     ^ 
supplied  at  Smurthwaite's  expense,  within  two  weeks  a.'f^r 
arrival  in  London,   Then  it  was  further  agreed  that  Smu^w^^^ 
waite  should  repair  and  re-class  the  old  ship,  and  that.    ^^^ 
Plaintiff,  on  the  delivery  over  to  him  of  the  Devonport  c^^>«d- 
plete,  should  lend  Smurthwaite  6,000/.,  on  mortgage  of  ^^^ 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  677 

Lord  Dalhoutie.  The  Defendant's  gaarantee  therefore  ex-  1866. 
tenda  to  two  distinct  things:  the  finishing  of  the  Devonpart  Haeeisom 
and  the  re-classing  of  the  Lard  Dalhousie  ;  and  it  is  just  sbtmoue. 
the  same  as  if  he  had  given  a  distinct  guarantee  in  respect 
of  each.  Afterwards,  as  the  Devonpart  was  not  completed, 
and  Smurihwaite  vfus  desirous  of  receiving  the  purchase- 
money  before  he  had  performed  that  part  of  his  contract,  * 
it  was  arranged  that  the  Plaintiff  should  retain  part  of  the 
purchase-money  as  security  for  the  fulfilment  of  his  con- 
tract in  that  respect ;  and  to  that  arrangement  the  Defend- 
ant gare  his  consent  by  the  letter  of  the  10th  April.  The 
agreement  of  the  20th  Aprils  which  is  relied  on  for  the 
Defendant,  was  then  entered  into;  but  that  agreement 
merely  provides  that  the  Plaintiff  may  retain  the  940/.  12«.  6(2. 
assented  to  by  the  Defendant  by  his  letter,  and  in  other 
respects  relates  exclusively  to  the  Devanport.  It  may  be 
that,  inasmuch  as  it  alters  the  original  contract  in  respect  of 
the  time  for  the  completion  of  that  ship,  the  Defendant 
may  be  released  in  respect  of  her ;  but  it  is  the  third  breach 
only-which  relates  to  the  Devonpart y  and  on  that  the  jury 
only  found  nominal  damages.  The  fourth  plea  therefore  is 
bad,  and,  morever,  was  not  proved.  It  is  pleaded  to  the 
whole  declaration ;  but  it  is  no  answer  to  the  Plaintiff's 
causes  of  action,  quoad  the  Lard  Dalhousie,  to  say  that 
the  Plaintiff  entered  into  a  fresh  agreement  quoad  the 
Devonpart*  [Erie,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
condition  in  the  bond  is  divisible.  You  say  it  is.  As  to 
the  Devanporty  I  incline  to  think  that  the  Defendant  is 
released ;  and,  on  the  other  side,  the  contention  is,  that 
because  he  is  not  liable  in  respect  of  her,  he  is  released 
altogether.]  The  case  is  governed  by  Skilleii  v.  Fletcher  {a). 

Joseph  Brawn  {Hannen  with  him)  contriL — That  case  is 
distinguishable  from  the  present.  There  the  bond  was  con- 

(a)  Ante,  197. 
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1866.  ditioned  for  the  performance  of  the  duty  of  a  collector  oi 
Haerisom  poor  rates  and  sewers  rates  to  pay  over  the  monies  of  hi 
Sbtmour.     office.     He  had  been  first  appointed  collector  of  the 

rates,  and  in  a  subsequent  year  was  appointed  collector  o^ 
the  other  rates,  and  the  latter  appointment  was  disti 
from  the  former.      Under  those  circumstances,  it  mig 
well  be  that,  assuming  the  risk  of  the  sureties  to  have 
increased  in  respect  of  the  latter  rates,  their  liability 
respect  of  the  poor  rates  was  distinct  and  separate ;  ai 
that,  in  giving  the  bond,  they  had  in  effect  given  two  d 
tinct  bonds.    IByks,  J.  *  The  collector  was,  as  it  w 
employed  by  two  masters.]      But  here  the   stipulati 
with  reference  to  the  two  ships  are  so  blended  that  i 
impossible  to  separate  them.    The  time  for  the  compIetS 
of  the  Devonport  is  varied  by  the  second  agreement ; 
under  the  first  agreement,  until  that  ship  was  compl 
Smurthwaite  had  no  claim  to  the  loan  of  the  6,0002. 
parties  to  the  second  agreement  obviously  treat  the  tra 
tion  as  one  transaction,  for  interest  is  made  payable  on   ^be 
19,500/.  (a),  which  includes  both  the  purchase-money  and 
the  loan.   The  terms  of  the  original  contract  therefore  iwere 
altered  without  the  Defendant's  consent,  and  he  is    ditf* 
charged.     In  Whiicher  v.  Hall{Jb\i\ie  contract  was  beld 
by  the  majority  of  the  Court  to  be  an  entire  contract  to  k^ 
the  milking  of  thirty  cows,  neither  more  nor  less,  and  tba^ 
the  Plaintiff  in  that  action,  against  a  surety,  was  bound  to 
prove  a  literal  performance,  and  that  he  had  not  done   0^» 
inasmuch  as  he  had  shown  that  during  part  of  the  year  be 
had  allowed  the  principal  to  have  the  milking  of  twenty* 
eight  cows  only.    The  plea  is  therefore  good ;  but  sctp- 

(a)  In  the  second  agreement  it  is  recited  that  Smurthwaite  bad    **" 
quested  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  19,500/.  on  account.     Under  the  first  Hft*** 
ment  the  money  to  be  paid  for  the  Devonport  was  14,750/.,  an4  ^^  ^ 
that  sum  the  6000/.  loan  is  added,  the  amount  is  20,750/.;  and  dedoetiiy 
from  that  amount  the  three  sums  of  940/.  12i.  6</.,  180/.,  and  129/1 U-  ^ 
referred  to  in  the  second  agreement,  the  remainder  is  19,500/. 

(b)  b  B.ii  C.  269. 
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t  to  be  bad,  the  Court  will  allow  it  to  be  amended        1866. 
ig  out  the  original  agreement,  and  averring  that     HAaEiton 
ubsequently  altered  without  the  Defendant's  con*     Setmoue. 
the  Plaintiff  and  Smurthwaite*8  entering  into  the 
igreement,  and  setting  that  out. 

eo.  Honyman  replied. 

y  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  en- 
our  judgment.  The  action  is  brought  against  the 
mt  as  surety  for  Smurthwaite^  and  it  is  clear  that 
3ntract  entered  into  with  the  principal  is  altered 

the  consent  of  the  surety,  the  surety  is  released. 

my  judgment,  the  surety  has,  in  the  present  case, 
limself  for  the  performance  by  the  principal  of  two 
which  are  entirely  distinct;  and  it  is  just  as  if  he 
)ound  himself  by  one  bond  for  the  performance  of 
those  matters,  and  by  another  for  the  performance 
»ther,  in  which  case,  any  alteration  of  the  contract 
ctof  one  transaction  would,  in  no  respect,  affect  his 
in  respect  of  the  other.  The  transaction  out  of 
lis  action  arises  is  somewhat  complicated.  The  con- 
•  that  Smurthwaite  shall,  at  his  own  expense,  forth- 
pair  the  ship  Lord  Dalhousie,  and  get  her  classed 
sars  A  1  at  Lloyd's.  That  is  one  of  the  matters 
e  undertakes.  The  other  matter  which  he  agrees  to 
thin  two  weeks  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  Devon" 
the  port  of  London,  she  being  a  new  ship,  and  in- 
e,  to  supply  certain  things  according  to  contract, 
a  matter  quite  distinct  from  the  repair  of  the  Lord 
iie.  Afterwards,  by  an  agreement  between  the 
f  and  Smurthwaite^  an  alteration  was  made  of  the 
contract  with  regard  to  the  Devonport,  by  which 
t  for  the  completion  of  that  vessel  was  shortened, 
was  to  be  finished  in  a  more  expensive  manner 
d  been  agreed  upon ;  and  clearly  the  Defendant  is 
I.— c.  p.  8  S 


V. 

Seymour. 
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1866.       released  from  bis  liability  as  surety  in  respect  of  tbeDfOM 

Harrison    P^^*    ^^^  ^^^  alteration  of  tbe  Gootract,  in  respect  of 

Devonpm't,  leaves  tbat  relating  to  the  Lord  DalAausk  whe 

it  was  before,  and  it  is  for  the  breaches  in  respect  of  thai 

ship  that  the  jury  have  given  the  substantial  damages.    1 

was  by  the    licence  of  the  Defendant  himself  that  th 

940/.  1 2s.  6d.  was  retained  by  the  plaintiff,  and,  as  th 

whole  of  the  purchase-money,  except  that  sum,  was  pai 

under  the  agreement  of  20th  Aprils  it  is  difficult  to  see  i 

what  way  the  surety  can  have  been  prejudiced  by  that  pay 

ment,  and  he  cannot,  in  fact,  have  suffered  any  prejudi 

from  the  money  having  been  paid  and  the  advance  bafin 

been  made  at  that  time.    The  rights  of  the  Plaintiff  there 

fore  against  the  surety,  in  respect  of  the  breaches  for  whic 

the  substantial  damages  were  given,  are  left  as  they  were 

Btles,  J.     I  at  first  entertained  some  doubt,  beca 
great  strictness  is  required  in  enforcing  a  contract  agaios 
a  surety ;  but  I  now  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord.     I  thia 
the  retention  by  the  Plaintiff  of  the  940/.  12«.6</.wa8Justi 
fied  by  Mr.  Seymour's  letter  of  the  10th  April.    With 
gard  to  the  interest  stipulated  for  in  the  second  agreemeo 
that  is  merely  compensation  for  the  prepayment. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  conditiono 
the  bond  is  that  Smurthwaite  shall,  firstly,  repair  the 
Dalhousie,  so  that  she  shall  be  entitled  to  be  classed  eigb 
years  A  I ;  and,  secondly,  that  he  shall,  within  three  monthS] 
procure  her  to  be  so  classed.  Those  two  matters  are,u  I 
think,  entirely  severable  from  the  stipulations  of  the  con- 
dition relating  to  the  Devonport ;  and  as  the  alterations  of 
the  contract  in  respect  of  the  Devonport  do  not,  in  any 
material  degree,  affect  the  Lord  Dalhousie^  the  Defendtot't 
liability  as  surety  in  respect  of  her  remains  unaltered.  Mr. 
Brown  concedes  that  the  plea,  as  it  now  stands,  can  hardly 
be  an  answer  to  the  breaches  alleged  in  respect  of  the  Jjonf 
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^jusie,  and  it  was  not  proved  in  the  material  part  of  it 
applies  to  the  accord  and  satisfaction.  The  case^ 
i^er,  is  decided  upon  the  facts,  and  not  upon  the 
ings. 

Rule  discharged,  and  judgment  for  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 


1866. 

Harrison 

V. 

Seymour. 


Thi 


lacfe. 
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Hioos  V.  Matnard. 


defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  house,  one  of  the  windows  of  which,  in  }fggHg^ 


JpHi  16. 


tnee. 


^uiBp|>er  story,  looked  into  a  passage  which  separated  the  house  from  ^^a^^^i  /^  ^ 
^he  neighbouring  premises.    The  Plaintiff  was  lawfully  in  the  passage  infgrrtdjrom 
loading  a  truck,  when  a  ladder  inside  a  room  on  that  story,  from  some  ^j^g  happening  rf 
^Unexplained  cause,  fell  against  and  broke  the  window,  and  a  piece  of  ^^  accident. 
"Whe  glass  fell  into  the  Plaintiff's  eye.    The  Defendant  was  a  coffee  o,^^  ^ 
^SMter,  bat  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  room,  AoMff. 
"^thin  which  the  ladder  was,  was  used  by  the  Defendant,  or  as  to  how  the 
ladder  got  there.     Held,  that  there  was  no  prim4  iaeie  evidence  of 
negligence  against  the  Defendant. 


ECLARATION.  1st  count— For  that  the  Defendant 
so  carelessly,  negligently  and  unskilfully  managed  a 
er  in  the  course  of  removing  the  same  near  to  certain 
in  which  the  Plaintiff  was  then  employed,  that 
ladder  was  driven  through  a  certain  glass  window, 
1  of  certain  other  premises,  whereby  the  glass  thereof 
broken  and  was  driven  into  the  eye  of  the  Plaintiff, 
the  Plaintiff's  eye  was  wounded  and  permanently  dis- 
y^^^  and  injured,  and  the  Plaintiff  prevented  from  follow- 
^'^^^  his  business. 

2nd  count— For  that  the  Defendant  projected  certain 

^token  glass  against  the  Plaintiff,  whereby  the  same  was 

^^ven  into  the  eye  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Plaintiff's  eye 

^as  wounded,  &c. 

Plea :  Not  guilty. 

On  the  trial  before  Byles,  J.,  at  Westminster,  at  the 


-  -  rt 


582  EASTER  TERM. 

1866.  sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  Phim^ 
Hioot  tiff  was  in  the  employment  of  a  firm  carrying  on  the  bosk- 
Matnard.  °^*®  ^^  fancy  box  makers,  at  14,  Whitecrass  Street;  an* 
in  the  same  street,  at  No.  16,  which  was  separated  froi 
the  house  No.  14  by  a  passage  about  nine  feet  wide,  know 
as  Upper  Yard,  and  leading  to  other  premises,  the  D 
fendant  carried  on  the  business  of  a  coffee  roaster;  and 
the  upper  windows  of  the  Defendant's  premises  looked 
into  the  passage.  On  the  17th  July,  the  Plaintiff,  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  was  loading  a  truck  with  bis 
master's  goods  in  the  passage,  when  he  heard  a  noise,  and 
on  looking  up,  a  piece  of  glass  fell  from  one  of  the  De 


fendant's  windows  into  his  eye,  causing  him  serious  injury, 
The  window  was  a  swinging  window  in  a  room  at  the  to| 
of  the  Defendant's  house,  and  moved  upon  a  pivot,  and  ha 
been  broken  by  a  ladder  falling  against  it  from  the  inside 
but  as  to  the  cause  of  the  ladder  so  falling,  or  how  it  g<^» 
into  the  room,  or  how  it  was  being  used,  there  was  no 
dence.    The  floor  below  the  room  was  used  as  a  wa 
house,  and  there  was  a  communication  between  the  tw 
floors  by  a  trap-door;  but  beyond  this  there  was  no  erS 
dence  to  show  in  what  way  the  room  was  used  by  tl» 
Defendant. 

No  witnesses  were  called  for  the  Defendant,  and  tb^ 
learned  Judge  having  expressed  his  opinion  to  be  that, 
there  was  nothing  to  show  how  the  accident  had  hap-* 
pened,  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  and  having* 
taken  their  opinion  as  to  the  damages  in  case  the  Court 
should  hold  otherwise,  directed  a  nonsuit,  reserving  lenfe 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  himself  for 
60/.,  the  amount  awarded  by  the  jury. 

Keane  now  moved  accordingly. — The  evidence  of  negli- 
gence was  sufficient  to  call  for  an  answer  from  the  D^' 
fendant.  The  Plaintiff  had  no  idea  what  it  was  that  caos^ 
the  ladder  to  fall  against  the  window,  and  could  give  do 
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evidence  on  that  point    But  the  houee  in  which  the  room       1866. 
was  wherein  the  ladder  fell  belonged  to  the  Defendant,        Higoi 
and  it  was  therefore  for  him  to  explain  how  the  accident     Matn ard. 
occurred,  and,  in  the  absence  of  such  explanation,  negli- 
gence on  his  part  is  to  be  presumed.    In  Byrne  v.  Boadle{a\ 
the  Plaintiff  was  walking  in  a  public  street  past  the  De- 
fendants shop,  when  a  barrel  of  flour  fell  upon  him  from 
a  window  above  the  shop  and  seriously  injured  him ;  and 
it  was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  prim&  facie  evidence 
of  negligence  for  the  jury,  to  cast  on  the  Defendant  the 
onus  of  proving  that  the  accident  was  not  caused  by  his 
negligence.    At  p.  727,  Pollock^  C.  B.,  says, ''  The  learned 
counsel  was  quite  right  in  saying,  that  there  are  many 
accidents  from  which  no  presumption  of  negligence  can 
arise,  but  I  think  it  would  be  wrong  to  lay  down  as  a , 
rule  that  in  no  case  can  presumption  of  negligence  arise 
from  the  fact  of  an  accident     Suppose  in  this  case  the 
barrd  had  rolled  out  of  the  warehouse  and  fallen  on  the» 
Plaintiff,  how  could  he  possibly  ascertain  from  what  cause 
it  occurred  ?   It  is  the  duty  of  persons  who  keep  barrels  in 
a  warehouse  to  take  care  that  they  do  not  roll  out,''  &c. 
[ByleSf  J.     In  that  case  the  barrel  of  flour  belonged  to  the 
Defendant,  and  was  being  kept  in  his  warehouse.]    The 
kidder  here  was  in  a  workshop  in  the  Defendant's  house, 
and  he  will  not  say  how  it  got  there.    [Byies,  J.  There  was 
no  evidence  that  the  room  was  a  workshop.     It  was  not 
)>roved  what  it  was.    The  window  was  merely  an  upper 
window  of  the  Defendant's  house.]     In  Scott  v.  London 
Dock  Company  (i),  the  Plaintiff  was  an  officer  of  customs, 
and,  whilst  in  discharge  of  his  duty  he  was  passing  in 
front  of  a  warehouse  in  the  dock,  some  bags  of  sugar  fell 
Upon  him,  and  the  majority  of  the  Court  held  that  there 
was  reasonable  evidence  of  negligence  for  the  jury.    Why 
fthonld  the  Court  protect  a  person  who  will  not   come 

(s)  a  H.  4r  C.  723.  (6)  3  iGf.  ^  C.  696. 
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1866.       forward  with  an  explanation.      [Smith,  J.     Why  should 
Hioos       judges  give  encouragement  to  actions  being  brought  for 
Matnaro.     ^Q^^^rs  arising  out  of  the  ordinary  accidents  of  life  ?] 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  can  see  no  evidence  of  negligence  to  go 
to  the  jury.  The  party  who  complains  of  a  wrong  must 
give  affirmative  evidence  of  the  wrongful  act.  8eoU  v. 
London  Dock  Company  (a)  shows  that  a  person  may  be 
responsible  for  the  consequences  of  an  accident  happen- 
ing in  the  course  of  his  business  which  ordinary  care  might 
have  prevented ;  but  that  case  is  distinguishable  from 
the  present,  because  the  fact  of  a  ladder  falling  through 
a  window  is  not  necessarily  an  event  occurring  in  the 
course  of  the  Defendant's  business,  or  in  the  management 
of  the  Defendant's  household.  It  is  said  that  the  Defend- 
ant  is  liable  because  the  house  was  the  Defendant's,  and 
the  ladder,  which  had  been  placed  in  an  upper  story  by 
•some  one,  from  some  unknown  cause  fell  against  the  win- 
dow, but  I  do  not  think  that  is  any  evidence  against  him. 

Kbating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Seoii  v. 
London  Dock  Company  (a),  the  accident  took  place  at  a 
warehouse,  and  the  bags  of  sugar  by  some  means  escaped 
from  the  chain  by  which  they  were  being  lowered.  That 
was  prim^  facie  evidence  of  negligence ;  but  here  the  ladder 
was  not  shown  to  have  been  under  the  management  of  the 
Defendant  or  his  servants,  and,  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
has  pointed  out,  the  case  is  therefore  different. 

Smith,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,    llie  Plaintiff 
has  failed  to  make  out  any  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant    Though  it  was  the  Defendant's 
bouse,  it  was  not  shown  that  the  ladder  was  used  for  the 
Defendant's  business,  and  we  all  know  that  ladders 

(a)  Z  H.if  C.  596. 
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used  for  various  purposes.  If  we  were  to  hold  the  De^ 
fendant  liable  upon  such  a  case  as  has  been  disclosed  by 
the  PlaintifFy  we  should  cast  a  great  burden  upon  the 
owners  of  houses. 
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Matnard. 


BTLBSy  J.  I  thought,  at  the  trial,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  against  the  Defendanti  and  I  am  still  of  the  same 
opinion. 

Rule  refused. 


Lane  and  Another  v.  Nixon. 

1.  The  warrmoty  of  leawortbiDeu,  which  is  implied  on  the  part  of  the  as- 

sured in  respect  of  a  ship,  does  not  extend  to  lighters  not  belonging 
to  the  ship,  but  employed  for  the  landing  of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of 
discbarge. 

2.  To  a  declaration  on  a  voyage  policy  in  the  usual  form,  by  which  the 

Plaintiff  insured  certain  goods  from  Liverpool  to  Melbourn«t  **  includ- 
ing all  risk  to  and  from  the  ship,*'  and  it  was  provided  that  the  adven- 
ture upon  the  goods  should  continue  **  until  the  same  be  there  (Le., 
at  Melbourne)  discharged  and  safely  landed."  alleging  an  average  loss 
by  the  perils  assured  against  i  the  Defendant  pleaded  that  the  injury 
happened  after  the  goods  had  been  discharged  from  the  ship,  and  while 
they  were  in  a  lighter  (which  it  was  conceded  did  not  belong  to  the  ship) 
intended  to  convey  them  from  the  ship  to  the  shore,  and  that  the  lighter 
was  not  seaworthy  for  the  purpose,  and  the  injury  was  caused  solely  by 
such  unseaworthmess.  Held,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the 
action. 

"r|ECLARAT10N  upon  a  policy  of  insurance,  by  which 
it  was  alleged  that  the  insurers  caused  themselves  to 
be  insured,  **  lost  or  not  lost,  at  or  from  Liverpool  to  Mel- 
hourue^  including  all  risk  to  and  from  the  ship,  upon  any 
kind  of  goods  and  merchandises,  and  also  upon  the  body, 
tackle,  apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  artilleiy,  boat  and  fur- 
niture of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Queen  of 
Beauty/*  "  beginning  the  adventiite  upon  the  said  goods  and 
merchandises  from  the  loading  thereof  aboard  the  said 
ship  at  Liverpool  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.,  and  so  shall 


Friday, 
April  27. 

Marine  insur- 
ance. 

Warranty  qf 
eeauwrlhineas. 
Lighter  em  ■ 
ployed  to  land 
cargo. 
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1866.       continue  and  endure  during  her  abode  there  upon  the  mid 


Lank  b^'P*  ^c.,  and  further  until  the  said  ship  with  all  her  ord- 
Nizoif  R&nce,  tackle,  apparel,  Sec,  and  goods  and  merchandises 
whatsoever,  shall  be  arrived  at  Melbourne  upon*  the  said 
ship,  &c.,  until  she  hath  moored  at  anchor  twenty-four 
hours  in  good  safety,  and  upon  the  goods  and  merchandises 
until  the  same  be  there  discharged  and  safely  landed.**  The 
policy  stated  that  the  perils  which  the  assurers  took  upon 
themselves  were  those  of  the  seas,  men  of  war,  fire,  enemies, 
pirates,  &c.,  as  usual,  and  contained  the'usual  memorandum 
that  corn,  fish,  &c.  were  warranted  free  from  average  unless 
general  or  the  ship  stranded — sugar,  tobacco,  Sec.  war- 
ranted free  from  average  under  5/.  per  cent.,  and  all  other 
goods,  also  the  ship  and  freight  warranted  free  from  ave- 
rage under  3/.  per  cent,  unless  general  or  the  ship  stranded; 
and  the  goods  insured,  consisting  principally  of  boiler 
plates  and  pig  iron,  were  warranted  free  from  particular 
average  unless  stranded,  sunk  or  burnt. 

The  declaration  then   stated  that  in  consideration  that 
the  Plaintiffs  paid  to  the  Defendant  I/.  lOs.  sterling  as  a 
premium  for  the  insurance  of  100/.  upon  the  goods  in  the 
policy  mentioned,  the  Defendant  subscribed  the  policy  as 
insurer  of    100/.  upon   the   said   goods;    that   the  goods 
Were  shipped  at  Liverpool  on  board  the  ship  to  be  carried 
therein  on  the  voyage,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  until  the 
loss,  were  interested  in  them,  ''and  the  said  ship  with      j 
the  said  goods  on  board  thereof  departed  from  Liverpool    3 
aforesaid  on  her  said  voyage,  and  during  the  continuance    « 
of  the  said  risk  the  said  goods  were  by  the  said  perils  in-  — 
sured  against,  by  being  sunk  within  the  meaning  of  the  ex-  — 
ceptions  in  the  said    warranty   from   particular  average,^^ 
greatly  injured  and  damaged,  and  the  Plaintiffs  also  tbei 
upon  and  thereby  incurred  and  were  put  to  great  costs 
charges  and  expenses  in  labouring  and  endeavouring 
save  and  recover  the  said  goods  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  b^^ 
reason  of  the  premises  sustained  an  average  loss  upon 
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goods  exceeding  3  per  cent  of  the  said  average  loss  in  re-        1866. 
spect  of  the  sum  of  100/.  so  insured  by  the  Defendant        lanb 
as  aforesaid,  amounting  to  41/.  11«.  Id.    And  all  condi-       jsizoii. 
tions  were  fulfilled,  and  all  matters  and  things  were  done, 
happened  and  existed,  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary  to 
entitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  be  paid  the  last-mentioned  sum. 
Yet  the  Defendant  has  not  paid  the  same." 

6th  plea.  ''That  the  said  injury  or  damage  happened 
after  the  said  goods  had  been  discharged  from  the  said 
ship  the  Qiuen  of  Beauty,  and  while  they  were  in  a  certain 
other  ship  or  lighter  intended  to  convey  them  from  the 
said  ship  the  Queen  of  Beauty  to  the  shore ;  and  the  De- 
fendant further  says  that  the  said  other  ship  or  lighter  was 
not  seaworthy  for  the  purpose  on  which  she  was  so  em- 
ployed, and  that  the  said  injury  or  damage  was  caused 
solely  by  such  unseaworthiness  and  not  otherwise"  (a). 

7th  plea.  ''That  the  said  damage  and  injury  complained 
of  occurred  from  the  acts,  neglects*  and  defaults  of  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  servants  and  agents.** 

Demurrer  to  the  6th  plea  :  upon  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  implied  warranty  of  the  seaworthiness  of  lighters 
employed  in  landing  cargo. 

Demurrer  to  the  7th  plea  :  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
consistent  with  it  that  the  damage  was  proximately 
caused  by  the  perils  insured  against,  and  that  the  under- 
ivriters  were  liable. 

Joinder  in  both  demurrers. 

Wathin  Williams  for  the  Plaintiffs. — ^The  pleas  are  bad. 
This  action  is  brought  upon  a  voyage  policy  on  goods  in 
the  common  form,  from  Liverpool  to  Melbourne^  "  until  the 
same  be  there  discharged  and  safely  landed,"  "  including  all 
risk  to  and  from  the  ship.*'    Three  questions  are  raised : — 

(a)  During  the  argument  it  was  agreed  that  the  plea  should  be 
amended  by  inserting  an  averment  that  the  lighter  was  a  Melbaume 
boat,  and  did  not  belong  to  the  ship. 
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1866.  Isi.  Whether  in  a  voyage  policy  on  goods  there  is  any 
Lank  implied  warranty  thai  the  boats  or  lighters  in  which  tbt 
NizoM.  goods  are  discharged  at  the  end  of  the  voyage  diall  be 
seaworthy  for  the  purpose ;  2ndly.  Whether,  if  not,  under- 
writers are  liable  upon  such  a  policy  for  a  loss  happening 
to  the  goods  in  the  course  of  their  discharge  in  a  lighter 
occasioned  by  the  unseaworthiness  of  the  lighter  fyr  the 
purpose ;  and,  Srdly.  Whether  underwriters  are  liable  upon 
such  a  policy  for  a  loss  happening  in  the  course  of  the  voy- 
age where  the  loss  has  ''  occurred  from  the  acts,  ii^;leets 
and  defaults  of  the  assured,  and  their  servants  and  agents.** 
The  first  two  questions  are  raised  by  the  demurrer  to  the 
6th  plea,  and,  as  there  is  no  express  decision  upon  the 
point,  those  questions  must  be  decided  upon  principle. 
The  relation  which  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  by  means  of 
lighters  or  ship's  boats  bears  to  the  insured  voyage  and  to 
the  risk  covered  must  be  considered.  According  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  English  law,  upon  which  the  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness  is  founded,  there  was  no  implied  warranty  as 
to  the  lighter  in  this  case.  The  discharge  of  cargo  by 
means  of  lighters  or  boats  is  merely  a  part  and  a  final 
stage  of  the  insured  voyage.  It  is  all  one  voyage  and  one 
risk,  and  not  two  voyages  and  two  risks.  Biceard  v. 
Shepherd  (a)  shows  that  this  distinction  is  most  important 
That  was  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  on  copper 
ore  on  board  a  ship  at  and  from  the  anchorages  off  Hande^ 
hlip  Bay  and  Port  Nolloth  to  Swansea^  to  commence  upon 
the  loading  on  board  the  ship  at  and  from  the  above  ports. 
Part  of  the  ore  was  loaded  at  Hondehlip  Bay  and  part  at 
Port  Nolloth.  The  ship  was  seaworthy  at  Hondehlip 
Bay^  but  became  unseaworthy  before  leaving  Port  N0I'  - 
lothf  in  consequence  of  being  overloaded,  and  was  lost  wi  ^^ 
her  voyage  from  Port  Nolloth  to  Swansea ;  and  it  was  heli 
that  the  insurer  of  the  ore  was  entitled  to  recover  for  ihi 

(a)  14  Moore,  P.  C.471. 


^ 
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at  BmdriKp  Btqf,  Wt  wA  in  rnped  of  ibt  1866. 

loMied  aft  Pmrt  y^lhii;  1st,  as  the  policT  oowml        Uni 

ridki»  aad  the  aea  voyage  was  to  be  eoosideied  to 

at  diifaeirt  tioMs;  and,  2hUt,  as  the  iaipiied  war* 

wrmmtf  that  the  ship  should  be  there  fit  to  oanr  the  addi- 

at  wdl  as  the  ordinal  cargo  appeared  by  the  en- 

Bol  to  have  been  eooiplied  with. 

The  practioe  of  dischaiging  goods  in  lighters  is  as  andeol 

asarine  iosoranoey  and,  in  1757,  in  Petfjr  ▼.  Cueuasi 

C^mpmmgaftht  Ragal  Exckamgt  AMtmramei{a\  Lord 

Immafidd  faiys  down  the  proposition,  that  the  insuianca 

to  the  ship's  boat,  and  that  the  dischaige  by  it  is 

of   the  voyage  in  a  way  that  has  always  been  re- 

as  fatw,  and  his  reasoning  applies  to  this  case.    In 

the  Plaintiff  being  part-owner  of  an  JSsil  /adSa 

lying  in  the  Thamtn^  and  bound  on  a  voyage  to  CAtaa 

back  again  to  Londfm^  insured  it  at  and  from  Zoadoa 

any  ports  or  phces  beyond  the  Cope  of  Good  Hope  and 

to  Lomdom.   Upon  the  ship's  arrival  in  the  river  CanUm 

duMOj  where  sbe  was  to  stay  to  clean  and  refit,  the  sails, 

ards,  tackle,  and  other  furniture,  according  to  well-known 

^,  were  taken  out  of  her  and  put  into  a  warehouse 

^^alled  a  bank  saul,  built  for  the  purpose  on  a  sand  bank 

If  small  island,  in  order  to  be  repaired  and  preserved  till 

ship  was  refitted ;  and  having  been  destroyed  by  an 

^^ccidental  fire  which  broke  out  in  another  bank  saul,  the 

^atsurers  were  held  liable  for  the  loss.    At  p.  348,  Lord 

-^Hiansfield  says,  **  The  insurer,  in  estimating  the  price  at 

^^Mfhicb  ha  is  willing  to  indemnify  the  trader  against  all 

^K-isques,  must  have  under  his  consideration  the  nature  of 

^he  voyage  to  be  performed,  and  the  usual  course  and 

Kaanner  pf  doing  it.     Everything  done  in  the  usual  course 

^nust  have  been  foreseen  and  in  contemplation,  at  the  time 

lie  engaged.     He  took  the  risque,  upon  a  supposition  that 

(a)  1  Burr.  341. 
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1 866.       what  was  usual  or  necessary,  would  be  done.     It  is  absurd 
Lami        to  suppose,  when  the  end  is  insured,  that  the  usual  means 
NizoM.       ^^  obtaining  it  are  meant  to  be  excluded.    Therefore,  when 
goods  are  insured  '  till  landed ;'  without  express  words,  the 
insurance  extends  to  the  boat,  the  usual  method  of  landing 
goods  out  of  a  ship,  upon  the  shore;"  and  his  Lordship 
goes  on  to  state  that  all  this  had  been  determined  in  Tierneg 
V.  Etherington,  at  Guildhall^  5th  March,  1743,  where  the 
insurance  was  upon  goods  in  a  Dutch  ship  from  Malaga 
to  Oibraltar,  and  at  and  from  thence  to  England  and 
Holland,  and  the  agreement  was  that  at  Gibraltar  the 
goods  ought  to  be  unloaded  and  reshipped  in  one  or  more 
British  ship  or  ships  for  England  and  Holland.    There 
was  no  British  ship  at  Gibraltar,  and  the  goods  were  pat 
into  a  store  ship,  which  it  was  proved  was  always  con- 
sidered as  a  warehouse,  and  two  days  afterwards  having 
been  lost  in  a  storm  whilst  there,  the  insurers  were  held 
responsible ;  and  at  p.  349,  his  Lordship  states  the  judg- 
ment  of  Lee,  C.  J.,  in  that  case.    In  Rucker  v.  The  Londm 
Assurance  Company  (a),  the  policy  was  on  goods  until  safe 
discharged  and  landed.     The  Plaintiff  employed  a  public 
lighterman,  whose  lighter  was  numbered  at  Waterma9!t 
Hall;  and,  whilst  the  goods  were  being  conveyed  initio 
the  shore,  it  was  sunk  by  unavoidable  accident,  and  the 
policy  was  held  to  attach.     Hurry  v.  The  Royal  Exchange 
Assurance  Company  (b)  is  to  the  same  effect.     But  in 
Sparrow  v.  Caruthers  (c),  the  policy  was  upon  goods  to 
London,  and  until  the  same  should  be  safely  landed  there, 
and  the  owner  sent  his  own  lighter  for  them.    They  were 
damaged  before  reaching  land,  and  the  Chief  Justice  ruled 
that   the   insurer   was  discharged,  saying,  that  it  would 
have  been  otherwise  had  the  goods  been  sent  by  the  ship** 


(a)  2  Bos.  Sr  PuL  432,  note.  (b)  Ibid.  430. 

(c)  2  Sir,  1236,  and  cited  in  Arnould  on  Marine  Atsuranct,  378, 
Srded. 
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boat,  which  is  considered  as  part  of  the  ship  and  voyage.       1866. 
That  casei  however,  is  distinguished  by  Buller,  J.,  in        lanb 
Rueker^s  case  (a),  at  p.  433 ;  and  in  Hurry  v.  The  Royal       jiixom. 
Exchange  Assurance  Company  {b\  Heathy  J.,  says,  at  p.  435, 
^  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying,  that  if  the  freighter  of 
the  goods  had  made  use  of  his  own  boats  in  putting  the 
goods  on  board  at  Cronstadi  the  insurers   would  have 
been  thereby  discharged.     It  has  been  argued,  however, 
that  whenever  the  custody  of  the  goods  is  changed  the  in- 
surance is  at  an  end ;  but  that  argument  is  founded  on  the 
notion  of  freight  and  insurance  being  co-extensive.     With 
respect  to  the  case  of  Sparrow  v.  Carruthers,  I  think  it 
ought  not  to  be  extended ;  it  was  only  a  nisi  prius  decision, 
it  has  been  cited  several  times,  but  never  recognized,  and 
whenever  it  has  been  cited  great  pains  have  been  taken  to 
distinguish  it  from  the  cases  before  the  Court,  though  per- 
haps not  always  with  success.     I  do  not  mean  however 
to  quarrel  with  that  decision ;  a  case  precisely  similar  is 
not  likely  to  arise  again,  since  it  is  not  customary  for  the 
owners  of  goods  to  send  their  own  lighters,  but  always  to 
employ  public  lighters."     And   Chambre^  J.,  at  p.  436, 
after  stating  that  he  did  not  wish,  and  that  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary, to  shake  the  authority  of  that  case,  says,  that  if 
the  decision  had  been  otherwise  he  should  have  been  better 
satisfied.     It  is  contended  now  that  Sparrow  v.   Cam* 
^thers{c)   was  wrongly  decided.     A   lighter  is   auxiliary, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  voyage,  to  the  ship,  and  is  to  be 
regarded  as  part  of  it.     This  proposition  is  clearly  enun- 
«ated  by  Emerigon  in  his   Treatise  on  Insurance^  trans- 
lated by  Meredith,  1850,  cap.  13,  sect.  2,  pp.  638,  539. 
J^fter  observing  that  the  ordonnance  of  1681  says,  that 
if  the  time  of  the  risks  be  not  regulated  by  the  contract, 
it  will  run  with  regard  to  the  ship,  its  rigging,  &c.,  from 

(a)  2  Bof.  ^  Ptt/.  432,  note,  433.  (6)  Ibid.  430. 

(c)  2  Str.  1236. 


o92  EASTER  TERM. 

1866.        the  day  it  shall  have  set  sail,  until  anchored  in  the  port 
Lani        of  its  destination,  and  moored   at  the  quay;  and  as  to 
Nixon.       ^^^  goods,  as  soon  as  they  shall  have  been  shipped  in 
the  vessel,  or  in  lighters  to  carry  them  there,  until  deli- 
vered on  shore ;  and  that  this  rule  is  recognized  by  all  the 
authors,  including  Kuricke  and  LoceeniuSf  whom  be  cites, 
he  proceeds: — ''  The  reason  of  it  is  this;  the  tmaritime  risk 
begins  from  the  moment  that  the  merchandise  is  exposed 
to  the  sea,  whether  it  be  in  the  vessel  or  in  the  tra/ect'to 
reach  the  vessel.    He  who  effects  insurance  on  his  mer- 
chandise, is  presumed  to  wish  to  place  himself  under  cover 
from  all  the  maritime  risks.    Such  is  the  intention  of  the 
insurance.    This  intention  would  be  defeated,  if  the  in- 
surers did  not  answer  for  the  loss  occurring  on  the  sea, 
under  pretext  that  the  goods,  which  were  being  transported 
for  embarkation  in  the  vessel,  have  been  swallowed  up  by 
the  waves  in  the  course  of  this  transport    The  transport 
by  lighter  is  employed  only  because  the  vessd,  not  being 
able  to  advance  close  to  the  shore,  it  is  necessary  to  supply 
the  case  by  means  of  lighters,  which  are  then  presumed 
to  make  part  of  the  vessel  itself.     But  this  transport  by 
lighters  must  be  made  from  the  port  itself,  or  from  the 
road  where  the  ship  is  anchored.     For  if  it  were  a  question 
of  going  up  or  down  a  river  to  reach  the  vessel,  I  think, 
there  would  be  needed  either  a  special  agreement,  or  thai 
the  printed  form  of  policy  should  contain  the  clause 
as  is  seen  in  the  forms  of  Bordeaux  and  Rtmen.    If  Uz^n^-io 
discharge  the  goods  on  shore,  it  is  necessary  to  use  lighters, 
the  insurers  bear  the  risk,  provided  the  object  be  to 
poK  them  to  the  quay  of  the  port  or  of  the  road  where 
vessel  is  anchored ;  for  if  they  were  intended  to  be  cariiet^^^ed 
elsewhere,  the  insurers  would  not  be  held."    The  form  oc^     of 
policy  for  Rouen  is  given  at  p.  537  of  the  same  work,  au^cuviM/ 
provides  that  the  insurers  shall  take  the  risk,  ''  even  in  iirM'^ 
hoys  which  shall  carry  the  said  merchandise  from  this  cti^     Ity 
of  Rouen  to  Havre  de  Orace,  on  board  the  said  vessel 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  593 

The  quali6oation  in  the  passage  cited  from  Emerigon^g       1866. 
Treaiisei  where  it  is  a  question  ongoing  up  or  down  a        Lamb 
river  to  reach  the  ressel,  is  important.     In  the  case  of  an       nizon. 
insurance  from  London  to  St.  Pttersburgh  the  goods  are 
taken  out  of  the  ship  at  CronUadti  and  are  transported 
up  the  Ne9a  in  boats.   In  that  case  it  might  well  be  said 
that  there  is  a  fresh  risk  at  CrontUuU,  and  that  to  cover 
it  a  special  clause  would  be  required  in  the  policy. 

On  this  point  the  American  law  corresponds  with  that  of 
England.  In  1  P/dllipi  on  Tnturaneey  sec  970,  p.  SS?, 
3rd  ed.y  it  is  stated  that  the  risk  on  a  cargo  insured  ''  till 
safely  landed,"  will  continue  in  lighters,  where  that  is  the 
iisual  mode  of  landing  similar  goods,  or  goods  from  Tessete 
of  like  si2e.  In  Parsons  r.  Massachusetts  Fire  ^  Marine 
Insurance  Company  (a),  the  insurance,  in  the  usual  form, 
was  upon  5,000  dolls,  in  specie  or  merchandise,  out  and 
home,  at  and  from  Boston  to  port  or  ports  in  the  islands  of 
Sumatra  and  Java^  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the 
outward  and  procuring  a  return  cargo.  At  Lahouaga  in 
Sumatra^  in  due  course  of  the  voyage,  some  opium,  forming 
part  of  the  merchandise,  was  sent  on  shore,  and,  being  in 
the  ship's  boat  for  the  purpose  of  being  re-shipped,  was 
violently  seixed  and  detained,  either  by  the  orders  of  one 
Data  Basso,  the  sovereign  prince,  or  by  assailing  thieves, 
and  the  insurers  were  held  liable.  At  p.  208  of  the  report, 
afler  observing  that  the  underwriters  were  as  much  liable  • 
as  they  would  be  if  the  property  had  been  taken  in  the  same 
maimer  from  on  board  the  ship  itself,  Sedgwick,  J.  says : 
**  For  although,  in  the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  the 
insurance  did  not  attach  upon  the  goods,  while  in  the  act 
of  transportation  in  boats  to  the  brig,  nor  until  they  were 
(ta  board,  and  this  from  the  terms  of  the  policy,  yet  during 
the  voyage  the  goods  were  as  much  protected  by  the  policy 
ia  the  boats,  while  they  were  employed  as  auxiliary  to  the 

(a)  6  Man,  R.  1 97. 
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1866.       legitimate  purposes  of  the  voyage,  as  they  were  on  board 
£7^^        the  ship.    For  all  the  purposes  of  the  voyage,  boats  so 
^  ^  employed  are  very  reasonably  considered  as  part  of  the 

ship."    [Sir  Oeo,  Honyman,  for  the  Defendant,  said  that  he 
should  not  dispute  this  part  of  the  argument.   Keating^  J. : 
In  Strong  v.  Natally  (a),  where  the  insurers  were  held  to 
be  discharged,  Rooke,  J.,  at  p.  19,  disclaims  any  intention 
on  the  part  of  this  Court  to  shake  the  authority  of  Sparrow 
y.  Carvthers  by  what  fell  from  it  in  Hurry  v.  The  Royal 
Exchange  Assurance  Company,  which  was  decided  upon 
its  own  circumstances.]    It  is  observed  upon  in  Marshall  on 
Marine  Insurance,  p.  199,  4th  ed.     In  Stewart  v.  BelUjb), 
the  insurance  was  from  London  to  Jamaica  generally.  The 
goods  were  destined  for  a  particular  place  in  the  island,  and 
the  usual  course  in  such  cases  was  for  the  ship  to  proceed 
to  an  adjoining  port,  and  there  to  transship  the  cargo  into 
shallops;  but  no  information  of  this  was  given  to  the  under- 
writers, and  it  was  held  that,  notwithstanding,  they  were  ^ 
liable  for  a  loss  occurring  after  such  transshipment  on         ji 
board  the  shallops.  At  p.  239,  the  Court  say,  **  The  under-       — 
writer  is  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  the  usual  course      ^3 
of  the  voyage,  and  to  take  a  premium  for  the  risk  accord-     -^^J 
ingly.  The  policy  is  to  cover  the  goods  till  they  are  landed,   ^  M, 
and  the  underwriter  should  inquire,  therefore,  what  is  the.^9»ue 
usual  mode  of  landing  the  goods  insured.   Here,  it  muMiiiwi     ib 
•   to  have  been  the  usage  to  transship  the  goods  into  shal —  M  I- 
lops.    The  words  ^  including  risks  in  droghers'  have  pro- 
bably been  added  to  policies  for  greater  security ;  but  whe 
it  is  the  usage  of  the  trade,  and  in.  the  ordinary  course 
the   voyage,  to  transship  into  droghers,  the  underwrite 
are  liable,  even  though  those  words  are  not  found  in 
policy .''  The  result  of  these  authorities  is  that  the  discharg^^^ 
by  lighters  is  an  integral  part  of  the  voyage,  and  the  iImm  ft! 
indivisible. 

(a)  1  Bm.  4-  Ptt/.,  N.  R.  16.  (6)  5  B.  4r  Aid.  238. 
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But  the  implied   warranty  of  seaworthiness  does  not        1866. 


extend  to  a  lighter  used  in  discharging  the  cargo.  The  Lanb 
plea  is  loosely  framed,  and  omits  to  particularize  any  time  ndcom. 
when  the  warranty  attached.  At  Tunis  lighters  come  out 
to  the  ship.  Suppose  a  ship,  anchored  ten  or  twelve  miles 
from  the  shore,  signals  for  lighters,  and  they  come  out, 
does  the  implied  warranty  attach  when  they  leare  the  shore, 
or  when  the  cargo  is  put  into  them,  and  they  leave  the  ship 
for  the  shore  ?  A  lighter  might  be  sound  when  it  left  the 
shore,  and  become  damaged  on  its  way  to  the  ship,  and  this 
illustration  shows  the  impossibility  of  holding  any  war- 
ranty to  be  implied  in  such  case.  [Sir  George  Honyman 
conceded  that  in  this  case  the  ship  was  availing  herself  of 
the  means  of  lighters  at  the  port,  and  that  the  lighters  did 
not  belong  to  her.] 

[Erkf  C.  J.  The  PlaintiflTs'  two  propositions  are  that 
there  was  here  only  one  voyage,  and  that  there  is  no  au- 
thority for  saying  that  the  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness extends  to  lighters.]     Yes. 

In  Gibson  v.  Small  (a)  and  Thompson  v.  Hopper  (fi)  it 
was  held  that  there  is  not  in  general  any  implied  warranty 
of  seaworthiness  in  the  case  of  time  policies ;  but  there  was 
a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Court  in  both  cases.  The 
authorities  show  that  it  is  no  arbitrary  rule  of  law  that  adds 
the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  to  the  contract  of  insurance, 
but  custom  and  usage  and  the  universal  understanding  of 
the  nature  of  the  bargain.  The  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
may  contemplate  different  degrees  of  fitness,  but  it  extends 
only  to  the  commencement  of  the  voyage;  and  if  the  ship 
IB  seaworthy  when  she  starts,  there  is  no  warranty  that 
she  shall  continue  so  for  twenty-four  hours,  or  that  the 
seaworthiness  shall  be  kept  up.  It  is  a  relative  and  elastic 
term,  but  if  the  warranty  is  once  satisfied,  the  ship  thence- 
forth   is    at  the  risk  of  the  underwriter.      Thompson   v. 

(o)  4  H.  L.  C.  353.  (6)  6  K  ^  B.  172. 
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1866.        Hopper  {a)  may  be  cited  for  the  Defendant    There  ErU, 
Lamb        C.  J.,  says,  at  p.  I8I9 ''  It  is  said  that  the  warranty  of  sea- 
NixoM.       worthiness  implied  on  a  voyage  policy  cannot  be  applied  by* 
analogy  to  a  time  policy  ;  that  on  a  voyage  policy  the  war- 
ranty means  fit  to  go  to  sea  on  the  voyage,  and  that,  if  it 
has  been  complied  with  so  that  the  policy  has  attached,  it 
is  at  an  end.  .  •  It  is  laid  down  in  Dixon  v,  Sadler  (b),  and 
again  in  Gibson  v.  SmaU{c),  that  the  original  meaniiig  of 
the  word  has  long  been  extended,  and  that  it  now  means 
that  the  ship  is  fit  for  its  duty  in  the  ordinary  degree.     It 
is  also  clear  that,  when  once  fulfilledy  so  that  the  policy 
has  attached,  it  is  not  always  at  an  end.    The  caee  of  a 
policy  on  ship  at  and  from  London  on  a  whaling  voyage 
to  the  north  is  almost  too  trite  to  be  quoted:  the  warranty 
is  for  four  gradations  :  fit  for  dock  in  London;  fit  for  river 
to  Oravesend;  fit  for  sea  to  Shetland;  then  fit  for  whal- 
ing."    In  Burges  v.  Wickham{d)  the  insurance  upon  a 
steamer,  built  for  navigating  the  Indus,  and  unfit  g«ie- 
rally  for  ocean  navigation,  was  from  the  Clyde  to  Cakuiia^ 
and  it  was  held  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  must  be 
taken  to  be  limited  to  the  capacity  of  the  vessel,  and  there- 
fore was  satisfied  if,  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk,  sh< 
was  made  as  seaworthy  as  she  was  capable  of  being  made 
though  it  might  not  make  her  as  fit  for  the  voyage  as  woi 
have  been  usual  and  proper  if  the  adventure  had  been  tha. 
of  sending  out  an  ordinary  sea-going  vessel*    On  the  ai 
thority  of  that  case,  in  Clapham  v.  Langton  (e)  the  dii 
tion  was  held  right,  for  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthii 
was  limited  to  the  capacity  of  the  vessel ;  and  in  Kmll  ^  v. 

Hooper(f)  the  condition  was  held  to  be  implied  in  the 
of  a  voyage  policy  on  a  wreck.    There  are  various 
of  seaworthiness,  and  the  argument  against  the  Plaint  ^^.^iliff 
will  be,  that  the  landing  of  these  goods  was  a  se| 

(o)  GKSf  B.  172.  (</)  3  B.  4-  &  669. 

(6)  5  M.  4-  1*^.405 ;  8  M.  4  W.  895.  (f)  5  B.  *  S.  729. 

(c)  4  H,  L,  G.  353.  (/)  2  H.^  N.  277. 
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stage  of  the  voyage,  and  that  at  the  commencemetit  of  that  1866. 
stage  a  new  warranty  attached.  In  Oibson  v.  Small  (a),  l^he 
Atderwm,  B*  aaya,  at  p.  390,  **  It  is  clearly  established  that 
in  a  voyage  policy  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
vessel  should  be  seaworthy,  t.  e,,  in  a  state  as  to  repair, 
eqaipment,  and  crew,  such  as  to  be  able  to  encounter  the 
ordinary  perils  of  the  adventure  in  which  the  policy  states 
it  to  be  then  engaged.  If  the  policy  on  that  adventure,  on 
the  face  of  it,  states  different  stages  in  which  the  perils  are 
drfierent,  then  the  implied  warranty  follows  each  stage,  and 
requires  that  as  each  occurs  the  ship  shall  be  seaworthy 
for  that  stage.  But  that  proposition  is  incorrect,  and  the 
meanmg  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  judgment  is  the  re- 
verse of  what  is  said.  In  Bouillon  v.  Lupton  (6),  certain 
steamers,  intended  for  the  navigation  of  the  Danube,  were 
insured  ''at  and  from  Lyons  to  Oalatz"  ''warranted  to 
aail  on  or  before  the  15th  August.*'  They  all  left  Lyons 
and  arrived  at  Marseilles  before  that  day,  and  were  in  a 
fit  state  for  the  voyage  down  the  Rhone  to  Marseilles ; 
but,  from  the  nature  of  the  navigation,  could  not,  on 
leaving  Lyons,  be  in  a  state  of  readiness  as  to  masts,  &c., 
for  the  sea  portion  of  the  voyage  to  Oalatz ;  but  all  left 
Marseilles  properly  equipped  for  the  residue  of  the  voyage 
on  the  23rd  Jugust,  the  delay  having  been  not  unreason- 
ably caused  by  the  sea  equipment,  &c. ;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  implied  warranty  as  to  seaworthiness,  as  well  as 
the  express  warranty  as  to  the  day  for  sailing,  had  been 
complied  with.  There  the  voyage  consisted  of  stages,  and 
the  strict  rule  was  relaxed  in  favour  of  the  assured.  If  even 
a  loss  happens  by  mistake  of  the  master  (provided  he  is  a 
person  of  competent  skill  at  the  time  when  the  policy  is 
effected),  the  underwriters  are  chargeable :  Phillips  v. 
Headlam{c)f  where  the  captain,  having  signalled  for  a  pilot 

(if)  4  H.  L.  C.  353.  (b)  15  C.  B.,  N,  5.  113. 

(f)  2  B.  Sf  Ad.  380. 
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1866.  at  Sierra  Leone^  and  Done  having  come  off,  he  attempted 
Lanb  to  enter  the  port  without  one.  Dixon  v.  8adler{a)  decides 
Nixon.  ^^^^  there  is  no  implied  warranty  to  keep  up  the  seaworthi- 
ness. There  the  underwriters  were  held  liable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  the  wilful,  but  not  barratrous,  act  of  the  master 
and  crew  in  rendering  the  vessel  unseaworthy  before  the 
end  of  the  voyage  by  throwing  overboard  a  part  of  the 
ballast;  and  Redman  v.  Wihon{b)  is  to  the  same  effect 
There  it  was  a  voyage  policy  from  London  to  Sierra  Leone 
and  back,  and  the  insurers  were  held  liable  for  a  constructive 
total  loss,  the  immediate  cause  of  which  was  the  perils  of 
the  sea,  although  the  cause  of  the  unseaworthiness  was 
negligence  in  the  loading  of  her  cargo  on  the  coast  of 
Africa,  In  Biccard  v.  Shepherd  (c)  it  was  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  that  the  sea  voyage  should  be  con- 
sidered as  commencing  at  different  times,  and  as  consisting 
of  two  stages ;  and  it  is  in  such  case  only  that  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule  can  be  allowed. 

The  7th  plea  is  bad.    [Fawcus  v.  Sarsfield^d)  was  re- 
ferred to.] 

Sir  George  Honyman  for  the  Defendant. — The  propo- 
sition on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  is  that  an  underwriter  in- 
sures against  sea  perils,  and  not  against  the  vice  of  the 
thing  insured,  or  against  a  loss  arising  from  the  defective 
condition  of  the  bottom  in  which  it  is  carried.  ''  The  insurer 
is  entitled  to  expect  that  the  shipowner  will  do  all  that  i 
behoves  a  careful  and  conscientious  man  to  do  to  secu 
the  safety  of  the  crew  who  are  to  navigate  the  vessel,  an 
of  the  merchant's  goods  which  are  to  be  conveyed  in  it; 
that  the  risk  covered  by  the  insurance  shall  be  limited 
those  perils  incidental  to  navigation  against  which  the 

(a)  S  M,i  W.  405.  (c)  14  Moore,  P.  C.  471. 

(h)  14  M.  i  W,  476.  (d)  6  £.  4^  B.  192. 
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and  skill  of  man  cannot  provide :"  Burges  v.  Wickham  (a).  1866. 
It  18  admitted  on  this  demurrer  that  the  lighter  was  not  l^mb 
seaworthy  for  the  purpose,  and  that  the  loss  arose  from  ^,zon 
that  cause;  and  it  is  sought  to  make  the  underwriters  liable 
for  loss  arising  whoUy  from  the  vice  of  the  lighter,  against 
which  it  is  said  the  shipowner  was  under  no  obligation  to 
provide.  Seaworthiness  is  a  term  of  flexible  meaning, 
and  is  to  be  understood  with  reference  to  the  risks  to  be 
incurred,  and  implies  fitness  to  encounter  the  hazard  of  the 
situation  in  which  the  vessel  is  placed  when  the  risk  at- 
taches :  Small  v.  Oibson  (6).  ^  When  the  goods  here  were 
put  into  the  lighter,  a  different  risk  was  incurred,  and  a 
different  degree  of  fitness  in  respect  of  the  lighter  was  re- 
quired from  the  seaworthiness  required  in  respect  of  the 
ship  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage.  The  landing  of 
the  goods  was  a  stage  or  gradation  of  the  voyage,  and  in 
that  case  the  observations  of  Erle^  C.  J.,  in  Thompson  v. 
Hopper  {(S)^  at  p.  181,  which  have  been  cited  on  the  other 
side,  show  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness,  though  ful- 
filled in  respect  of  one  stage,  is  not  at  an  end.  In  prin- 
ciple no  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the  obligation 
of  the  assured  in  respect  of  his  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
at  the  four  stages  of  a  whaling  voyage  there  referred  to, 
and  the  obligation  here  when  the  goods  were  put  into 
the  lighter.  There  is  no  warranty  that  the  state  of  things 
at  the  commencement  shall  continue ;  but  there  is  a  war- 
ranty that  at  the  different  stages  the  vessel  shall  be  sea- 
worthy for  each  particular  stage.  Biccard  v.  Shepherd  {d) 
is  precisely  in  point.  There  the  Privy  Council  said  in  effect 
that  there  were  two  warranties,  one  to  be  implied  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  the  other  at  the  commence- 
ment of  a  new  stage  of  it. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  voyage  in- 
cluding the  landing  of  the  goods  at  Melbourne  is  to  be 

(a)  S  B.J^S.  669,  683.  (c)  6  £.  ^  B.  172. 

(6)  16  Q.  B,  128.  (d)  14  Moore,  P.  C.  471. 
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regarded  as  two  voyages  or  not ;  the  Courts  have  said  that 
where  the  difTerent  parts  of  a  voyage  present  different  risks^ 
the  warranty  shall  extend  to  each  stage.  ISndih,  J.  If 
the  ship's  boats  are  sound  and  fit  for  the  purpose  when 
they  are  put  into  the  ship,  but  should  happen  to  be  on- 
sound  when  the  cargo  is  discharged  at  the  end  of  the 
voyage^  would  the  underwriter  in  that  case  be  liable  for 
loss  occasioned  by  their  not  being  seaworthy  ?  Syles,  J. 
Or  suppose  it  should  be  necessary  to  land  the  goods  by 
means  of  a  raft  or  catamaran,  or  on  the  backs  of  coolies, 
would  a  warranty  of  their  fitness  be  implied  ?]  ^Koebel  v. 
Saunders  (a)  was  referred  to.] 

The  7th  plea  is  in  substance  like  the  3rd  plea  referred  to 
at  p.  191,  in  Thompson  v.  Hopper  (b),  and  by  the  majority 
of  the  Court  held  good.  [The  Court  intimated  that  this 
plea  was  ambiguous,  and  recommended  an  application  to 
a  Judge  at  chambera,  either  to  amend  it  or  strike  it  out; 
and  it  was  agreed  that  no  judgment  should  be  pronoimced 
upon  it  till  after  the  trial.] 


Watkin  Williams  in  reply. — If  the  implied  warranty  of  *^^f 
seaworthiness  is  broken  the  insurer  is  discharged.    It  is 
reasonable,  therefore,  that  it  should  altogether  depend  npoi 
usage,  and  upon  the  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge^i^ 
which  the  assured  has  of  the  condition  of  the  ship,  and  thc^  c^e 
means  which  he  has  of  putting  her  in  a  proper  state,  and 
limited  to  the  commencement  of  the  voyage.     In  Duer  oi 
Marine  Insurance,  vol.  S,  pp.  669,  670,  671,  the  authoc 
criticizes  a  passage  in  Phillips,  whei'ein  it  is  stated  that  a 
representation  may  supersede  an  implied  warranty,  such 
that  of  seaworthiness,  and  observes  that  the  remarks  in  tb 
judgment  on  which  he  bases  his  proposition  were 
judicial,  and  says  : — **  In  what  sense  it  is  that  the  implies  s  tied 
warranty  of  seaworthiness  ceases,  or  how  its  obligation 
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be  leBsened,  by  the  disclosure  of  material  facts  not  incon-       1866. 
sistent  with  the  warrantyi  but  meant  to  confirm  and  extend        lahi 
it,  or  why  the  underwriters  should  refrain  from  making       ii^on. 
proper  inquiries  as  to  the  condition  of  the  ship,  from  the 
fear  that  these  strange  consequences  may  follow,  it  is  cer- 
tainly not  easy  to  comprehend.   '•   •    •    It  is  plain  that  an 
implied  warranty  can  never  be  superseded  by  a  representa* 
tion,  unless  the  facts  represented  are  inconsistent  with  the 
truth  or  obligation  of  the  warranty.     That  upon  such  a 
representation,  an  implied  warranty,  and  especially  that  of 
seaworthiness,  may  cease,  1  have  already  intimated,  and 
the  question  seems  hardly  susceptible  of  doubt.     There  is 
DO  law  •  .  prohibiting  the  insurance  of  an  unseaworthy 
vessel;  •  .  the  warranty  is  not  implied  from  the  terms  of 
the  policy,  but  rests  on  the  supposition  that  the  seaworthi* 
ness  of  the  vessel  is  the  basis  of  the  contract  in  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties.     And  this  supposition  may  with 
the  same  propriety  be  repelled  by  parol  evidence,  as  the 
similar  presumption  in  the  case  of  a  usage.     I  conceive  the 
rule  to  be  universal,  that  an  obligation  implied  by  law, 
unless  upon  grounds  of  morality  or  public  policy  it  im- 
poses an  imperative  duty,  may  always  be  released  by  parol, 
by  the  party  in  whose  favour  it  exists.     Cuilibet  licet  re- 
^unciari  juri  pro  se  introducto." 

The  principles  upon  which  the  implied  warranty  of  sea- 
^vorthiness  in  respect  of  the  ship  rests  are  pointed  out  by 
Liord  Campbell  in  Gibson  v.  Small  (a)^  who,  at  p.  421, 
says : — '^  The  only  consideration  pointed  out  for  extend- 
Ug  the  implied  condition  of  seaworthiness  to  time  poli- 
cies, which  made  any  impression  on  me,  is  that  it  does 
extend  to  voyage  policies  on  goods,  although  the  as- 
sured can  have  no  control  over  the  repairs  or  equipment 
cf  the  ship.  But  between  tlie  assured  on  goods  and  the 
vmderwriter  there  is  the  shipowner,  who  must  be  considered 

(fl)  4  H.  L.  C.  353. 
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1866.    .  the  agent  of  the  a88ured|  and  he  does  undertake  that  the 
Lami        ship  shall  be  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way 
NizoN.       fitted  for  the  voyage.     If  this  undertaking  is  broken,  the 
merchant  has  no  remedy  against  the  underwriter,  but  he 
obtains  a  full  indemnity  by  suing  the  shipowner,  and  thus, 
either  with  the  shipowner  or  the  underwriter,  the  merchant 
is  secure;  so  that  the  implied  condition  in  his  policy  in  no 
respect  interferes  with  the  object  of  insurance,  or  with  the 
interests  of  commerce."     And  Martin,  B.,  at  pp.  370, 371, 
says: — 'Mn  voyage  policies  the  owner  knows,  or  has  the 
means  of  knowing,  the  condition. of  his  ship,  the  sufficiency 
of  his  stores,  and  the  competency  and  fitness  of  the  master 
and  crew.     It  is  his  bounden  legal  duty  towards  the  mari- 
ners for  the  safety  of  their  lives,  and  towards  the  merchants 
who  load    their   goods,   '  that   the  ship  should  be  tighl; 
staunch,  and  strong,  and  in  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,* 
or  in  other  words, '  seaworthy ;'  and  it  may  most  properly 
be  implied  that,  in  his  contract  with  the  underwriter,  the 
owner  shall  be  taken  to  warrant,  as  the  foundation  of  the 
contract,  that  the  ship,  the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance, 
is  or  shall  be  at  the  time  of  sailing  a  seaworthy  ship,  aod 
that  the  premium  is  to  be  calculated  on  the  principle  that 
the  perils  insured  against  are  to  be  borne  by  a  vessel  pre 
pared  to  resist,  and,  if  possible,  to  overcome  them." 

[Foky  V.  Tabor  {a)  and  De  Cuadra  v.  Swann{b)  were 
referred  to.] 

Erlb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  for  the  Plaintiff.    The  action  is  brought  upon  a  polic]^ 
upon  goods  from  Liverpool  to  Melbourne,  until  the  goodi 
are  landed.     The  ship  arrived  at  Melbourne,  and  the  si 
plea  alleges  that  the  damage  happened  whilst  the  goodi 
were  in  a  lighter  intended  to  convey  them  to  the  shore,  and^ 
that  such  lighter  was  not  seaworthy.     The  question  b^^ 

(a)  2  F.  4  F.  663,  (b)  16  C.  B.,  N.  S.  772. 
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whether  that  is  a  defence.     It  is  clear  that  the  seaworthi-       1866. 
nesB  of  the  ship  is  an  implied  conditioUi  and  that  a  breach        Lane 
of  it  avoids  the  policy ;  but  there  is  no  instance  in  which       kixon. 
the  question  has  been  raised  whether  the  same  warranty  is 
to  be  implied  as  to  lighters,  though  this  form  of  policy  has 
been  in  use  for  at  least  a  hundred  years,  and  many  losses 
must  have  occurred  in  the  lauding  of  goods  by  means  of 
them.     It  is  true  that  in  two  cases  in  which  the  goods  were 
lost  after  they  had  been  put  on  board  a  lighter  the  insurers 
have  been  held  to  be  discharged,  but  in  one  of  them  the 
owner  of  the  goods  sent  bis  own  lighter  and  received  them 
from  the  ship  (a),  and  in  the  other  the  Plaintiff,  by  dispens- 
ug  with  the  attendance  of  a  hired  lighterman,  renounced  all 
lienefit  from  the  policy  (6).    Those  cases,  therefore,  do  not 
assist  the  Defendant     It  has  been  argued  for  him,  that 
the  landing  of  the  goods  was  really  a  new  voyage,  at  the 
commencement  of  which  the  warranty,  attached ;  but  no 
authority  for  that  proposition  has  been  cited.      I  think 
tbat  this  policy  was  made  with  a  warranty  on  the  part 
of  the  assured  that  the  ship  was  seaworthy  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  voyage,  and  that  the  insurers  under- 
%oo1l  to  be  responsible  for  loss  arising  from  all  the  ordi- 
nary incidents  of  the  voyage  until  the  goods  should  be 
"(aken  to  Melbourne  and  there  landed.     One  of  the  usual 
incidents  of  such  a  voyage  must  be  taken  to  be  the  hiring 
of  local  lighters  in  order  to  land  the  goods,  and  the  in- 
surers must  bear  the  consequences  of  such  a  lighter  not 
fit  for  that  purpose. 


Btlbs,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Mr.  Williams 

las  cited  many  cases  to  show  that  the  insurance  covers 

the  risk  attending  the  transit  of  the  goods  from  the  ship  to 

the  shore,  and,  amongst  them,  JEmerigon,  a  writer  of  great 

authority.     That  learned  writer,  however,  draws  a  distinc- 

(a)  Sparrow  v  Caruthen,  2  Str.  1236. 

(h)  Strong  v.  Nataliy,  1  Bob.  Sf  Pul.,  N.  R.16. 
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1866.  tion  between  the  cases  in  which  the  transport  by  lighten 
J^j[^  is  between  the  ship  and  the  port  itself,  and  where  the  TesBel 
must  be  reached  by  the  ascent  or  descent  of  riTers ;  but 
the  question  in  the  latter  case  does  not  arise  here.  An« 
other  authority  cited  was  Rucher  v.  Lomdcm.  A^gixnoMt 
Company  (a\  where  it  was  held  that  the  obligation  of  the 
insurer  continued  in  the  case  of  goods  damaged  whilst  in 
course  of  being  landed  by  a  lighter.  He  also  cited  Hurry 
V.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  {b)^  and  the 
American  case.  Parsons  v.Massachussetts  Fire  and  Marine 
Insurance  Company  (c),  where  the  opium  was  seized  whilst 
in  the  ship's  boat  for  the  purpose  of  re-shipment.  We  have 
also  the  observations  of  the  Court  in  Stewart  ▼•  JSelHd). 
Upon  those  authorities  it  seems  to  me  that  an  insurance 
in  ordinary  cases  extends  until  the  goods  have  been  landed. 
If  there  is  any  exception  to  that  rule^  it  is  strange  that 
during  so  many  years,  with  all  the  research  that  has  been 
expended  amongst  the  authorities  both  of  this  country  and 
of  the  continent  and  of  America^  none  can  be  found  to 
support  it,  and  it  is  only  reasonable  to  suppose  that  none 
exist.  I  rather  agree  with  what  Mr.  Williams  has  said 
with  reference  to  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness.  If  the 
owner  insures  his  ship,  it  is  an  implied  condition  that  she 
is  seaworthy,  and  one  which  he  has  it  in  his  power  to  per- 
form ;  and  even  where  the  owner  of  cargo  insures  it  he 
can  see  the  ship  on  board  of  which  he  is  about  to  place 
his  goods,  and  if  she  is  not  seaworthy  may  refuse  to  put 
them  on  board,  or,  in  case  of  loss,  he  has  his  remedy  against 
the  shipowner.  But  how  different  is  the  case  with  regard 
to  lighters  used  for  disembarking  the  cargo  at  the  end  of* 
the  voyage.  The  owners  of  cargo  can  know  nothing  of 
the  craft  which  will  be  provided  for  that  purpose;  they 
have  no  means  of  ascertaining  their  fitness,  nor  any  control 
over  the  matter.     Moreover,  if  it  were  the  law  that  the 

(a)  2  Box.  4;  Put.  432,  note.  (c)  6  Man.  R.  197. 

(6)  2  Bos.  4^  Pul.  430.  (d)  5  B.  4r  Aid.  238. 
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warranty  should  extend  to  lighters,  the  same  principle  1866. 
would  apply  to  rafts  and  catamarans,  and  even  to  coolies  lahI 
and  elephants,  where  they  are  employed  for  the  purpose, 
as  on  the  coast  of  Madras^  and  even  to  a  plank,  if  by 
reason  of  its  unsoundness  the  goods  should  be  lost  or  da^ 
maged.  I  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  this  insurance 
extends  to  the  case  now  in  question,  and  that  to  express  a 
doubt  on  the  subject  would  be  to  create  much  disquietude 
and  alarm  amongst  merchants  in  the  city  of  London. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  implied 
warranty  of  seaworthiness  is  now  sought  to  be  extended 
in  an  u/iusual  manner.  If  this  had  been  the  case  of  a 
trans-shipment  of  goods  in  the  course  of  a  voyage  consistr 
ing  of  several  stages,  the  arguments  for  the  Defendant 
might  have  been  entitled  to  a  different  consideration ;  but 
it  is  nothing  more  than  the  employment  of  a  lighter,  in 
order  to  land  the  goods  in  the  ordinary  way  at  the  termi- 
nation of  the  voyage ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  dangerous 
step  to  extend  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  to  such  a 
case.     The  sixth  plea  therefore  is  bad. 

Smith,  J.    The  warranty  of  seaworthiness  is  an  implied 
c^ondition  which  the  law  has  engrafted  upon  the  express 
c^ontract  of  insurance.     In  this  case  it  has  been  sought  to 
extend  the  principle  beyond  the  point  to  which  it  had 
liitherto  gone ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  we  are  warranted  in 
so  extending  it.  It  has  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  under- 
ivriters  that  the  voyage  consisted  of  different  stages,  and 
that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  attached  at  the  com- 
mencement of  each  stage.     If  the  use  of  a  lighter,  in  order 
to  land  the  goods  at  the  end  of  the  voyage,  could  fairly  be 
considered  as  a  stage  of  the  voyage,  the  principle  contended 
for  might  possibly  apply.     But  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  so 
considered.     It  seems  to  me  to  be  rather  an  accessory  to  or 
incident  of  the  voyage.     The  owner  of  the  goods  here  has 
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1866.       expressly  provided  against  all  risk  to  and  from  the  ship, 
L^^g        and  the  parties  to  the  contract  had  that  risk  distinctly  m 
contemplation.     It  would   be  extremely  inconvenient  to 
extend  the  implied  warranty  of  seaworthiness  to  a  lighter 
employed  as  this  was.    On  dangerous  coasts  the  landing  of 
goods  by  means  of  lighters  is  a  frequent  occurrence ;  and 
if  the  master  was  obliged  to  consider  whether  a  lighter  was 
seaworthy,  not  only  might  the  delay  caused  thereby  add  to 
the  risk,— and  perhaps  after  all  he  would  be  unable  to  dis- 
cover whether  it  was  in  fact  seaworthy  or  not, — but  the 
rights  of  the  assured  against  the  underwriter  would  be  made 
to  depend  upon  the  merest  accidents.     I  am  of  opinion 
therefore  that  the  implied  warranty  of  seaworthiness  does 
not  extend  to  a  lighter  employed  as  this  was  for  the  landiog 
of  cargo,  and  that  the  sixth  plea  is  bad. 

Judgment  for  the  Plainti£ 


I 
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Ths  Judges  who  Uiually  tat  in  Banc  in  this  Term  were : 

ERLE,  C.J.  I         KEATING,  J. 

WILLES,  J.  I         SMITH,  J. 


Hartley  v.  Hindmarsh.  .^   ^, 

Mary  25. 

To  an  action  for  an  assault  the  Defendant  pleaded,  that,  before  action  ^^^^^^  action 
brought,  the  Plaintiff  caused  the  Defendant  to  be  summoned  before  a  y^^^      ' 
magistrate  to  answer  a  complaint  in  respect  of  the  assault,  and  that  p^^  ^  ^^ 
the  magistrate  "  adjudged  and  determined  the  said  complaint  and  ^^^fg^  24  &  25 
charge,  and  then  ordered  the  Defendant  then  to  pay,  and  then  con-   ^^^^  ^^  |qq 
Tict^  him,  the  Defendant,  in  the  costs  as  well  of  the  said  complaint  ^^  ^^^  *       ' 
and  charge  as  of  the  hearing  thereof,  but  did  not  further  order  or  con-  mc^vI^iIoii/* 
▼ict  the  Defendant."    The  magistrate  had  decided  only  that  the  De-   g^ijgnet, 
fendant  should  enter  into  recognizances  to  keep  the  peace  and  pay  the 
costs  thereof,  and  such  costs  only  had  been  paid.    No  record  of  a  con- 
Tiction  was  produced,  but  the  magistrate's  clerk  stated  that  it  was 
not  the  practice  to  draw  up  a  formal  conYiction  in  such  cases.    Held, 
that  the  plea  was  no  bar  to  the  action  within  24  &  25  Fict.  c.  100,  *,  45, 
and  that  taking  it  as  it  stood  it  was  not  proved. 

riiHIS  was  an  action  for  a  common  assault,  to  which  the 
Defendant    pleaded,  among    others,  the    following 
plea: — 

3.  ''That  the  said  supposed  trespass  was  a  common  as- 
sault and  battery,  committed  upon  the  Defendant  by  the 
Plaintiff  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  metropolitan  police 
district ;  that  is  to  say,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  WiUiam 
Partridge,  Esq.,  then  appointed  for,  and  acting  in  and  for, 
the  said  metropolitan  police  district,  and  then  sitting  at  the 
Thames  Police  Court,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  who. 
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1866.    *   upon  the  complaint  and  charge  of  the  Plaintiff^  preferred  by 
Hartlet      him  in  that  behalf,  he,  the  Plaintiff,  then  being  the  party 
HiNDMARSB.   ciggricved  by  the  said  assault  and  battery,  then  caused  the 
Defendant  to  be  summoned  to  answer  the  said  complaint 
and  charge,  and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law; 
and  the  Defendant  afterwards,  but  before  this  action,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  exigency  of  the  said  summons,  duly 
appeared  before  the  said  magistrate,  who  having,  in  the 
presence  of  the  Plaintiff,  heard  the  said  complaint  and 
charge  of  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  merits,  adjudged  and  de- 
termined the  said  complaint  and  charge,  and  then  ordered 
the  Defendant  then  to  pay,  and  then  convicted  him,  the 
Defendant,  in  the  costs  as  well  of  the  said  complaint  and 
charge  as  of  the  hearing  thereof,  but  did  not  further  orde*^ 
or  convict  the  Defendant ;  and  the  Defendant  says  that  th  ^mt 
costs  were  the  whole  amount  which  he,  the  Defendant,  mm^mi 
.  so  adjudged  to  pay ;  and  that  immediately  after  the  sai     ^d 
making  of  the  said  order  and  conviction,  and  before  tbc— :zie 
action,  he,  the  Defendant,  did  duly  pay  the  said  costs  of  tl~^Be 
said  complaint  and  charge,  and  of  the  said  bearing  thereczzaofi 
such  costs  being  the  whole  amount  which  he  the  said  D  ^de- 
fendant was  so  ordered  and  convicted  to  pay  as  aforesaidHB.'' 
At  the  trial  before  Smith,  J.,  it  appeared  that,  previo  -^«i8 
to  the  action,  the  Defendant  had  been  summoned  before  o^^ne 
of  the  metropolitan  police  magistrates  for  the  assault  go^kxd- 
plained  of,  and  that  the  magistrate  decided  only  that         be 
should  enter  into  recognizances  to  keep  the  peace  and         to 
pay  the  costs  tltereof,  amounting  to  is*    The  clerk  of  ^Che 
Court,  who  proved  the  above  proceedings,  produced         no 
record  of  conviction,  and  gave  his  evidence  only  from  cn^ne 
of  the  Court  books,  and  he  stated  that  it  was  not  the  p^-^il^ 
tice  to  draw  up  a  formal  conviction  in  such  cases. 

The  jury  gave  their  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for 
damages,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  Defendant  to  niov^3  to 
set  aside  that  verdict,  and  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  on    the 
ground  that  the  third  plea,  as  proved,  was  a  bar  to    lie 
action. 


^ 
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A  rule  having  been  obtained  accordingly,  1866. 


Parry y  Serj.,  and  WooUett,  showed  cause. — ^The  Defend- 
ant's third  plea  is  framed  on  the  45th  section  of  stat  24  & 
25  Vict.  c.  100,  which  enacts  that  ''If  any  person,  against 
whom  any  such  complaint  as  in  either  of  the  last  three 
preceding  sections  mentioned  shall  have  been  preferred  by 
or  on  the  behalf  of  the  party  aggrieved,  shall  have  obtained 
such  certificate,  or,  having  been  convicted,  shall  have  paid 
the  whole  amount  adjudged  to  be  paid,  or  shall  have  suf- 
fered the  imprisonment  or  imprisonment  with  hard  labour 
awarded,  in  every  such  case  he  shall  be  released  from  all 
further  or  other  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for  the  same 
cause.**  But  in  this  case  the  Defendant  was  not  impri- 
soned, nor  was  he  fined,  nor  was  the  charge  dismissed  and 
a  certificate  granted ;  and  these  are  the  only  instances  in 
which  the  protection  of  the  statute  can  be  claimed.  The 
plea  says  that  the  Defendant  was  ''convicted  in  the  costs;** 
but  no  such  conviction  is  mentioned  in  the  Act,  and  there 
18  no  allegation  that  the  Defendant  was  convicted  of  an 
assault.  Taking  the  plea  therefore  as  it  stands,  it  does  not 
afford  an  answer  to  the  action;  and,  in  the  next  place,  that 
which  it  alleges  was  not  proved  at  the  trial. 

Digby  Seymour  and  Tapping  in  support  of  the  rule. — If 
the  essence  of  the  proceeding  before  the  magistrate  was  a 
conviction,  the  plea  is  a  sufficient  answer ;  for  the  policy  of 
the  Act  is  to  prevent  persons  from  being  twice  vexed  for  the 
same  matter.  Payment  of  costs  is  frequently  adopted  as  a 
form  of  punishment,  and  the  Defendant  here  was  convicted 
in  the  sum  of  2s.  [Erie,  C.  J.  The  question  is  whether  he 
was  convicted  of  the  assault.]  The  evidence  of  the  magis- 
trate*s  clerk  shows  that  the  proceeding  was  so  treated,  and 
it  is  clear  that  the  Defendant  could  not  have  received  a  cer- 
tificate of  dismissal.  As  to  the  evidence,  the  usual  proof 
in  summary  convictions  was  produced  :  Statute   11  &  12 
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1866.        Vict  c.    43,  «.  14;    Rati  v.   Parkinson  (a) ;   Ex  parte 
Hartley      Johnson  (b).    [They  referred  also  to  stat.  24  Sc  25  Vid, 
H,»»:;..H.    c.  100,*.  74.] 

Erle,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.     I  think  it  was  not  proved  that  the  magistrate 
"  adjudged  and  determined  the  complaint  and  charge,  and 
then  ordered  the  Defendant  then  to  pay,  and  then  con- 
victed him,  the  Defendant,  in  the  costs  as  well  of  the 
complaint  and  charge  as  of  the  hearing  thereof.''     For  it 
appears  that  all  that  was  done  was  to  order  the  Defendant 
to  pay  2s,  for  entering  into  recognizances  to  keep  the  {leace. 
It  was  not  an  adjudication  on  the  matter  complained  of,  iiK    • 
the  manner  specified  in  stat  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  45. 
In  order  to  show  that  he  was  released  by  that  section,  tb^s 
Defendant  should  have  proved  that  he  had  been  fined  o*^ 
imprisoned,  or  had  received  a  certificate  on  the  dismissi^^ 
of  the  case. 

The  42nd  section  states  that  the  offender  shall,  upc^  ^n 
conviction  of  the  assault,  at  the  discretion  of  the  justii 
either  be  committed  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  co 
rection,  there  to  be  imprisoned,  &c.,  ^^  or  else  shall  fbrfi^^i^ 
and  pay  such  fine  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  be  meet 
And  the  45th  section  provides  that  an  action  shall  be 
if  the  Defendant,  having  been  convicted,  shall  have  paid  tl 
whole  amount  adjudged  to  be  paid.     Here,  however,  t' 
sum  adjudged  to  be  paid  was  not  the  amount  contemplate 
in  the  statute.     It  was  of  a  different  character.     If  a  par^' 
relies  on  the  fact  of  a  charge  against  him  having  been  d 
missed,  he  must  prove  it  in  the  manner  required  by  the  i^-  ^^^ 
of  Parliament,  and  if  he  wishes  to  rest  his  defence  ois         ' 
conviction  he  should  in  like  manner  make  it  appear  tS:^  ^^ 
he  has  been  convicted. 

WiLLES,  J.,  concurred. 

(a)  20  L.  J.,  M,  C.  208.  (6)  Z  B.  ^  S.  947.  ' 
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Btles,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  plea  is  bad ;        1866. 
first,  because  it  is  not  within  the  statute ;  and,  secondly,     Hartlbt 
because  taking  it  as  it  exists,  the  conviction  stated  to  have  himdmarih. 
been  suffered  was  not  proved.    The  magistrate  cannot  re- 
fuse to  give  the  record  of  a  conviction ;  he  has  the  right  to 
give  one  at  common  law,  and  he  is  so  authorized  by  statute. 
The  Defendant  might,  therefore,  have  gone  before  a  ma- 
gbtrate  and  had  an  order  of  conviction  drawn  up  if  there 
had  been  one.     But  this  has  not  been  done,  and  as  no  con- 
viction was  produced  the  plea  was  not  proved. 

Smith,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  plea  is 

founded  on  a  statutable  release,  and  such  a  defence  is  not 

available  unless  the  requirements  of  the  statute  have  been 

complied  with.    There  is  no  release  under  the  Act  unless 

the  magistrate  has  either  dismissed  the  case  and  granted  a 

certificate,  or  unless  he  has  convicted  the  Defendant     It 

is  clear  there  was  no  dismissal,  nor  a  conviction  within  the 

sneaning  of  the  statute.    The  magistrate,  in  exercise  of  his 

discretion,  bound  over  the  Defendant  in  his  own  recog- 

v)izances  to  keep  the  peace,  and  the  expense  of  this  the 

J)efendant  had  to  pay. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Monday,  CoNNELLY  V.  BrEMNER. 

June  4. 

^~  ■. 1.  Where  a  Defendant  has  all  Saturday  to  plead,  the  rule  of  Batter  Tern, 

^acttce.  ^ggg^  ^^  ^l^j^f^  senrice  of  pleadings  af^er  2  p.iii.  on  Saiwdmg  riiaU 

^rvteeoj  plead'  ^^e  deemed  as  made  on  the  following  Momdatf,  does  not  enable  • 

'"^a;^   If      '*"'  Plaintiff  to  sign  judgment  by  default  on  the  Saturday  after  t  pjn., 

on  Aaturaaif,  ^^^  ^   cannot  sign  it  until  the  opeoing  of  the  office  on  the  foUowing 

Stgmngjudg-  3^^^y                 B                           1-      *J 

JZ^L*  f  E  T  ^*  ^^^^  ^  Judge  at  chamhera  in  vacation  has  ordered,  on  «d  affidaTit  of 

-toKa  merits,  a  judgment  by  default  to  be  set  aside  on  j^ayment  of  the 

J,      \            ,  Plaintiff^s  costs,  the  Defendant,  by  acting  on  the  order,  is  noCpreelodcd 

J^e^s^ord^  ^®™  «pplyin«  ^o  *«  Court  in  the  next  term  to  vary  it. 

THIS  action  was   brought  to  recover  21/.  4c.  2<f.  for 
wages  due  to  the  Plaintiff  as  a  seaman. 

The  declaration  was  delivered  on  April  ITtb,  and  on 
April  26thy  WilleSy  3,,  ordered  that  the  Defendant  should 
have  five  days  to  plead.  On  April  30th  the  same  learned 
Judge  made  an  order  that  the  Defendant  should  have  one 
day  peremptory  time  to  plead.  On  May  Ist  a  summons 
for  time  to  plead  was  taken  out  by  the  Defendant,  and  it 
was  heard  on  Mai/  2nd  before  WilUs,  J.,  wbeu  the  De- 
fendant's attorney  stated  that  a  cheque  had  been  aent  to 
the  Plaintiff's  attorney  at  Liverpool,  and  he  did  not  know 
whether  the  cheque  would  be  taken  in  part  payment  or 
not ;  and  if  not^  he  wished  to  pay  the  amount  of  it  into 
Court  It  was  then  ordered,  '^  the  Defendant  shall  have 
until  a  day  after  cheque  returned  or  taken  in  part  pay- 
ment from  date  for  time  to  plead." 

The  cheque  was  received  back  by  the  Defendant's  at- 
torney on  Friday,  May  4th. 

By  a  rule  of  Easter  Term,  1856(a),  "Service  of  plead- 
ings, *  *  shall  be  made  before  7  o'clock  p.m.,  except  on 
Saturdays,  when  it  shall  be  made  before  2  o'clock  p.m.  *  *  if 
made  after  2  o'clock,  p.m.  on  Saturday,  the  service  shall 
be  deemed  as  made  on  the  following  Monday*'     Judg- 

(c)  Lush*s  Practice,  3rd  ed.  871,  by  Dixon. 


coxxkllt 
Bechxkb* 
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signed  mt  4.45  p.in.  on  Satmxlajf,  May  Sch,        1S66. 
BO  plea  haring  been  tben  ddiraned;    Imt  later  io  that 
evening  pleas  were  ddirered  at  the  office  of  the  Plain* 
tiff's  attorneys  after  the  clerks  had  left  it. 

On  Mof  8th  a  sammons  was  taken  out  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  innegularityy 
with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  signed  before 
the  Defendant's  time  for  pleading  had  expired.  This  sum- 
mons was  heard  before  Byles^  J.»  on  May  9th,  (which  was 
out  of  Term,)  who  held  the  judgment  to  be  regidar,  but 
upon  an  affidavit  of  merits  he  ordered  the  judgment  to  be 
set  aside  on  payment  of  costs.  The  costs  were  taxed  at 
22.  Ssp,  which  sum  was  paid  by  the  Defendant 

Sir  G.  Hamyman  in  this  Term  obtained  a  role  calling 
on  the  Plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  order  of  Byles,  J., 
should  not  be  amended  or  varied  by  directing  the  judg- 
ment signed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  be  set  aside,  with  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant ;  and  why  the 
Plaintiff  should  not  refund  to  the  Defendant  the  sum  of 
32.  5ff.,  the  taxed  costs  paid  by  him  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  order. 

12.  6.  Williams  now  showed  cause,  and  contended  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  sign  judgment  when  he  did,  for  no 
plea  having  been  delivered  at  that  time,  and  it  being  a 
tSaiurday,  a  delivery  of  pleas  after  that  time  counted  as  a 
delivery  on  the  following  Monday,  which  would  be  more 
than  one  day  from  the  time  of  the  cheque  being  returned, 
^bich  was  the  time  limited  by  the  order  of  WilleSf  J.,  of 
Jitay  2nd.  He  contended  also  that,  as  the  Defendant  had 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  order  of  Byles,  J.,  setting  aside 
the  judgment,  and  had  acted  upon  it,  he  could  not  now 
cx>me  to  the  Court  to  have  it  amended  or  varied. 

Sir  O,  Honyman  was  not  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

u  u2 
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1866.  Erle,  C.  J.     I  think  that  the  rule  of  practice  is  cor- 

CoNNELLT    rectly  laid  down  in  1  Chit.  Arch.  (11th  ed.)  246,  ''  If  the 
Beemner.     Defendant  do  not  plead  on  or  before  the  day  on  which  the 
time  expires^  the  Plaintiff  may  sign  judgment  on  the  open- 
ing of  the  office  on  the  morning   of  the  following  day, 
unless  in  the  meantime,  and  before  the  signing  of  it,  the 
Defendant  has  delivered  a  plea."     If  we  apply  ihose  terms 
literally,  this  Defendant  had  the  whole  of  the  Saturday  to 
plead,  and  if  he  omitted  to  plead  on  that  day  the  Plaintiff 
might  sign  judgment  at  11  o'clock  on  Monday  morning  ; 
that  is  the  general  rule.     It  seems  to  me  that  the  order  of 
my  Brother  Willes  operates  to   say  that  the  Defendant 
shall  have  the  whole  of  one  day  after  the  day  on  which 
the  cheque  was  received  back  to  plead ;  and  I  think  that 
he  had  all  the  Saturday  in  which  he  might  plead.     By  the 
rule  of  Court  of  Easter  Term,  1856,  no  service  of  pleadings 
is  to  be  made  after  2  p.m.  on  a  Saturday,  and  the  Defend- 
ant delivered  his  pleas  after  2  p.m.  on  the  Saturday,  and 
the  Plaintiff  signed  judgment  between  2  p.m.  and  5  p.m. 
on  that  day,  the  judgment  office  being  open  till  5;  bat 
he  had  no  right  to  sign  judgment  on  that  day ;  for  the 
rule  left  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  they  were  before, 
and   therefore   the   Plaintiff  had   no   right  to  sign  judg- 
ment till  1 1  o'clock  on  Monday  morning.     It  is  contended 
that,  as  the  Defendant  went  before  a  Judge  and  got  an 
order  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  payment  of  costs,  and 
took  advantage  of  it,  he  cannot  come  here  to  have  the 
order  amended  and  get  his  costs ;  but  the  order  was  made 
in  the  vacation,  and  unless  the  judgment  had  been  set 
aside,  a  fi.  fa.  might  have  issued  immediately.    The  De- 
fendant's legal  advisers  did   not  acquiesce  in  the  terms 
of  the  order,  they  took  the  benefit  of  it  under  compulsioo, 
in  order  to  prevent  the  goods  being  taken  in  execution, 
and  they  came  to  have  it  amended  as  soon  as  they  could, 
namely,  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  Term ;  and  I  think 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  615 

that  it  ought  to  be  amended,  and  the  costs  paid  by  the        1866. 
Defendant  returned  to  him,  but  that  is  all  we  award.  Connellt 


WiLLBSy  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
the  rule  of  Easter  Term,  1856,  was  not  intended  to  alter 
the  rule  of  practice,  which  I  agree  with  my  Lord  is  pro- 
perly laid  down  in  1  ChiL  Arch,  246. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  at  the 
same  time  I  think  that  we  ought  not  to  go  further  than  to 
Bay  that  the  Defendant  is  to  get  back  the  costs  which  he 
has  paid.  It  should  be  understood  that  Saturday  is  the 
Bame  as  other  days,  and  that,  if  the  day  on  which  the 
dme  expires  for  pleading  be  a  Saturday,  judgment  cannot 
be  signed  till  Monday. 

Smith,  J.  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  but  I 
must  add  that,  if  I  had  been  at  Chambers,  and  had  not 
heard  the  opinions  of  the  other  members  of  the  Court,  I 
should  have  made  the  order  which  my  Brother  Byles  did. 

Rule  absolute,  without  costs. 


Beemnbr. 


Smith  v.  Thackebah  and  Another.  Friday, 

May  25. 

In  order  to  sustain  an  action  for  depriving  land  of  its  lateral  support  by  YatertJlumori 
excaYation  in  land  adjoining,  damage  to  the  Plaintiff  to  an  appreciable  ^^  ^^^^     ^ 
extent  must  be  proved.  Jppredable 

T^ECLARATION,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  possessed  of  ^''^'' 

certain  land  which  received  lateral  support  from  cer- 
tain land  adjoining  thereto,  and  the  Defendants  dug  and 
made  in  the  said  adjoining  land  a  certain  excavation  or 
well  near  to  the  land  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendants 
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1866.  thereby^  and  for  want  of  keeping  and  continuing  the  sides 
Smith  of  the  well  or  excavation  shored  up  or  otherwise  preventing 
Tbackerah  ^^^  consequences  hereinafter  mentioned,  wrongfully  de- 
prived the  said  land  of  the  Plaintiff  of  its  said  support, 
whereby  the  Plaintiff's  land  sunk  and  gave  way,  end  divers 
walls,  buildings  and  premises  of  the  Plaintiff  on  the  said 
land  sank  and  were  damaged  and  injured,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  thereby  forced  to  pull  down  the  said  walls,  buildings 
and  premises  and  to  rebuild  the  same,  and  incurred  greats 
expense  in  and  about  the  doing  thereof  and  incidenta 
thereto;  and  the  Plaintiff  was  greatly  hindered  and  d 
layed  in  and  about  the  building  and  completing  of  the  sai* 
walls,  buildings  and  premises,  and  lost  the  profit  whic 
would  otherwise  have  accrued  to  him,  and  in  and  about 
letting  or  use  of  the  said  premises. 

The  pleas  were,  1,  Not  guilty ;   2,  That  the   Plain 
was  not  so  possessed  of  the  said  land  which  received  su^ 
port  as  alleged. 

At  the  trial  before  Erle^  C.  J.,  at  the  Surrey  SprL 
Assizes,    the    following    facts   appeared   in    evidence  ^ 
The  Plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  certain  land,  and  the 


fend  ants,  who  were  railway  contractors,  were  carrying       ^on 
certain  works  on  land  adjoining  for  widening  a  railway.  3n 

the  course  of  their  operations  the  Defendants  sunk  the  i^^  ^H 
mentioned  in  the  declaration;  and  the  Plaintiff  afterwa-T^^s 
built  on  his  own  land,  and  within  a  few  feet  of  the  vir^^^ 
the  wall  or  building  whose  downfal  was  one  of  the 
of  action.     On  the  completion  of  the  works  the  exca. 
tion  was  filled  up   by  the   Defendants  with  usual  es 
but  the  material  used  for  that  purpose  being  soil  of  a  HS^ 
character,  it  sank  a  few  inches,   the  Plaintiff's  premi^^^ 
gave  way,  and  it  became  necessary  to  pull  them  down  80d 
rebuild  them.     It  appeared,  also,  that  even  if  the  wwi 
had  not  been  built  there  would  have  been  a  subsidence  ^' 
the  Plaintiff's  land  by  the  sinking  of  the  loose  materi^ 
in  the  well ;  but  the  jury,  on  being  asked  whether  s'l)^ 
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appreciable  damage  bad  been  done  thereby  to  the  Plain-  1866. 
tiff's  land,  answered  in  the  negative.  A  verdict  was  then  smith 
entered  for  the  Defendants.  .     "* 

TUACKERAU. 

A  rule  was  subsequently  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  to 

enter  a  verdict  for  him  for  such  sum  below  15/.  as  the 

Court  should  direct,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  proved 

at  the  trial  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to  a  verdict  without  proof 

of  pecuniary  damage. 

Joyce  showed  cause  and  contended,  that  as  it  was  incum- 
l>ent  on  the  Plaintiff  to  show  that  the  Defendants  in  ex- 
^^▼ating  their  own  land  had  damaged  their  neighbour's 
land  by  depriving  it  of  its  natural  support,  and  as  the  jury 
Isad  found  that,  even  if  the  wall  had  not  been  built,  there 
ould  have  been  a  subsidence,  which,  without  the  subsi- 
ence  of  the  soil  caused  by  the  weight  of  the  wall,  would 
ave  caused  no  appreciable  damage,  in  point  of  fact  no 
amage,  the  cause  of  action  had  not  been  proved,  and  the 
^Defendants  were  entitled  to  retain  their  verdict :  Bonomi 
"^r.  JBackhause  {a). 

JRobinion,  Serjt.,  and  J.  Sharpe  in  support  of  the  rule. — 

-Although  the  subsidence  was  slight,  the  question  still  is, 

"%9vhether  the  Defendants  have  invaded  the  Plaintiff*s  right 

'^jo  lateral  support.     If  a  person  walks  across  the  field  of 

^uiother,  he  commits  no  appreciable  damage,  and  yet  he  is 

liable  for  the  tortious  act.     \_Erle,  C.  J.     That  is  the  case 

^^f  a  trespass.]    The  Plaintiff  is  at  least  entitled  to  nominal 

damages,  there  having  been  a  subsidence  in  fact.    This  is 

Slot  a  question  of  negligence,  but  of  right,  and  pecuniary 

damage  need   not  be  proved:   Ashhy  v.  White (b)»     But 

^he  Plaintiff  may  claim  compensation  for  more  than  the 

amniediate  injury.     He  is  entitled  to  damages  for  all  the 

consequences  of  the  act  done:  Brown  v.  Robins  {c). 

(a)  K  B.Sf  K  646,  in  error;  9  H,  L.  Cat.  503. 

(6)  1  Smith' $  L.  C.  227,  6th  ed. ;  Broom* $  Commentaries,  p.  82. 

(c)  4  H.^  N.  186. 
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1866.  EsLBy  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 

Smith        discharged.    The  action  was  for  depriving  the  Plaintiflfs 
Tracker  AH.  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  lateral  support,  and,  to  maintain  the  action, 
damage  must  be  proved.     If  the  case  were  one  of  trespasB, 
proof  of  damage  would  not  be  necessary ;  and  so  in  the 
case  of  injury  to  a  right,  as  for  instance  the  right  of  voting, 
where  the  mere  interference  with  the  right  would  be  an 
actionable  wrong.  Here,  however,  damage  roust  be  proved, 
though  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  Plaintiff  should  show 
pecuniary  damage.    Where  there  are  adjoining  owners,  and 
one  does  a  lawful  act  of  ownership,  that  act  may  give  a 
right  of  action  if  by  it  damage  is  done  to  the  neighboor  to 
a  sufficient  extent.     If  a  house  of  one  story  is  built  against  a 
higher  one,  with  the  chimney  in  a  line  with  a  window  of  the 
neighbouring  house,  an  action  might  lie.     And  in  the  case 
of  dancing,  a  person  might  indulge  in  dancing  parties  in 
his  house,  and  so  cause  annoyance  to  his  neighbour ;  and 
if  damage  to  the  house  could  be  shown,  the  neighboor 
could  have  a  remedy,  although    a  ball,   under  ordinary 
circumstances,  is  a  perfectly  admissible  right.     The  role  is 
the  same  in  cases  of  noise  caused  by  mills,  such  as  coffee 
grinding  and  other  mills.  It  may  be  that,  in  such  cases,  there 
would  be  an  actionable  wrong  by  reason  of  some  damage 
that  could  be  proved.     Here  the  parties  complained  of  had 
dug  a  well,  and  afterwards  filled  it  up,  and  in  so  doing  had 
exercised  a  lawful  right  of  ownership.     It  turned  out  after- 
wards that  the  well  bad  been  filled  up  with  loose  materials, 
and  there  was  consequently  a  subsidence  of  those  materials 
to  the  extent  of  a  few  inches.     The  subsidence  was  of  par- 
ticles of  sandy  soil  where  the  well  had  been,  and,  if  the  sub- 
sidence had  gone  on  to  the  required  extent,  an  action  would 
have  lain.     The  question  therefore  is,  whether  it  did  go  on 
to  that  extent,  and  was  there  appreciable  damage  ?    The 
jury  say  there  was  not,  and  so  it  must  be  taken  ;  for  it  will 
not  do  to  say  that  there  was  damage  because  a  few  mere 
particles  of  sand  were  shifted.     In  a  case  in  the  House  of 
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Lords,  where  the  complaint  was  of  certain  noxious  vapours       1866. 
from  copper  works,  it  was  held  that  if  the  vapours  pro-       Smith 
duced  no  material  injury  to  property,  however  unpleasant   Thackerab. 
they  might  be  to  individuals,  no  action  would  lie.    The  St 
JBelen*8  Smelting  Co,  v.  Tipping  (a).     In  this  instance  the 
jury  have  found  that  there  was  no  appreciable  damage  in 
the  sense  understood  in  that  case. 

Btles,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Where  a  trespass 
has  been  committed,  the  trespass  itself  is  the  cause  of  action, 
while  here  it  is  the  damage.  The  House  of  Lords,  in  Bach- 
house  V.  Bonomi  (5),  adopts  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber,  where  the  judgment  states  that  no 
cause  of  action  accrued  for  the  mere  excavation,  so  long 
as  it  caused  no  damage  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  question  in 
that  case  was  whether  any  damage  had  been  sustained  by 
the  Plaintiff.  Here  it  was  ''appreciable"  damage,  and 
Mr.  Sharpe  has  not  shown  any  difference  between  them. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  concluded 
by  the  finding  of  the  jury.  The  result  of  it  is  that  there  is, 
in  point  of  fact,  no  damage  in  the  sense  in  which  the  law 
understands  the  term.  It  is  said  that  if  there  was  a  subsi- 
dence at  all,  there  must  be  legal  damage ;  but  that  is  not 
so.  There  may  be  a  subsidence,  mathematically  speaking, 
which  would  yet  be  quite  inappreciable.  There  being  no 
injuria,  in  the  sense  of  a  legal  injury — an  action  for  which 
could  be  sustained  without  proof  of  actual  damage — for  the 
act  here  was  in  itself  lawful,  damage  to  at  least  an  appreci- 
able extent  must  be  proved. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  11  H.  L.  Cat.  642. 

(b)  £.,  B.  ^  £.  646  ;  9  H.  L.  Cm,  503. 
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1866. 


Scott  (Public  Officer  of  the  Union  Bank  of  Lon- 
don) V.  The  Uxbridoe  and  Rickmansworth 


Saiurdapt  RaILWAY  CoMPANY. 

June  2. 


Tender  under       ^  tender  of  money  under  protest  is  valid. 

j^eet  qfrrfutai  fTlHIS  was  a  rulc  obtained  by  the  registered  public  officer 
^CMtt^ekgii.  ^^  ^^®  Union  Bank  of  London^  calling  upon  one  D. 

Scire faeioM.       Ogilvy^  a  shareholder  in  the  Uxbridge  and  Richmanswcrik 

Railway  Company,  to  show  cause  why  a  writ  or  writs  of 
scire  facias,  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  this 
cause,  should  not  be  issued  forth  against  him  as  such  share- 
holder, to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  have  execution  upon  the 
judgment  to  satisfy  him  for  the  residue  unpaid  on  such 
judgment,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  l,65'2il  14«.  8dL,  to 
the  extent  of  the  said  2).  Ogilvy's  shares  in  the  capital 
of  the  company  not  paid  up  pursuant  to  the  Companiei 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845. 

From  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that  the  Defendants  were 
incorporated  in  1861,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  railway 
from  Uxbridge  to  Rickmansworth.  On  March  25,  1866, 
an  action  was  brought  against  them,  and  judgment  was 
signed  for  1,646Z.  2s.  2d. debt, and  6/.  \2s.Qd.  costs.  Writs 
of  elegit  were  issued,  and  directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  several 
counties,  with  indorsements  on  each  to  levy  the  above 
debt  and  costs,  and  interest  from  25th  March,  together 
with  expenses ;  but  the  results  of  the  returns  showed  that 
a  sum  of  80/.  only  had  been  realized. 

There  was  no  land  of  the  Defendants'  of  which  the 
sheriff  could  give  the  Plaintiff  legal  possession.  On  the 
25th  April  a  notice  was  served  upon  D.  Oglivy,  stating 
that  1,572/.  14^.  8c/.,  parcel  of  the  money  recovered,  was 
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Btill  unsatisfied,  and  that  a  motion  would  be  made  calling 
upon  him  to  show  cause  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not 
issue  a  writ  of  scire  facias,  for  the  purpose  of  having  exe- 
cution against  him  upon  the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  his 
unpaid  calls.  In  May^  1866,  a  further  sum  of  200/.  was 
advanced  on  account  by  a  shareholder. 

About  the  same  time  notices  of  a  similar  character  were 
served,  on  behalf  of  the  bank,  upon  four  other  shareholders, 
who,  like  D.  Ogilvy^  held  the  shares  as  trustees  for  the 
ChreeU  Western  Railway  Company.  These  five  persons 
having  communicated  with  the  bank,  were  informed  that 
IJ596L  3$»  Qd.  was  due,  and  on  an  explanation  being  de* 
manded,  their  agents  were  supplied  with  a  statement  show- 
ing that  the  amount  was  arrived  at  in  the  following  manner: 
— ^To  the  original  amount  recovered,  1,652/.  \Am.  8</.,  was 
added  73/.  8«.  \0d.  for  interest,  and  160/.  costs,  making 
1,876/.  3s.  6</. ;  and  from  this  was  deducted  the  280/.  pre- 
viously paid,  thus  leaving  1,596/.  Zs,  Qd, 

It  was  then  arranged  that  this  should  be  paid ;  but  Ogibn/^s 
agent  told  the  Plaintiff  he  must  consider  the  payment  as 
under  protest  A  cheque  for  the  amount  was  afterwards 
tendered  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  he  refused  to  sign  a  receipt 
unless  the  words  to  the  effect  that  the  money  was  paid 
under  protest  were  struck  out.  The  cheque  was  thereupon 
withdrawn. 


1866. 


Scott 

n 

UXBRIDOB 

AND  RlCK- 

MAKSWORXa 

Railw.  Co. 


Karslake  {Horace  Lloyd  with  him)  showed  cause. — The 
judgment  in  this  action  was  signed  for  1,652/.  \4s.  8(/.,  and 
280/.  have  since  been  paid  by  some  of  the  shareholders ;  the 
amount  really  due,  therefore,  after  adding  73/.  8s,  lOd.  for 
interest,  is  1,446/.  3s.  6d,  Yet  the  notice  in  writing  states 
that  1,596/.  3s.  6d.  is  the  amount  still  to  be  satisfied.  The 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16, 
s.  36)  requires  that  there  should  be  a  sufiicient  notice  in 
writing  to  the  persons  sought  to  be  charged,  and  that  has 
not  been  given.    The  Plaintiff,  after  admitting  that  280/. 
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1866.  has  been  paid,  demands  150Z.  costs  of  execution;  but  in 

Scott  ^o  case  can  that  sum  be  recovered  from  these  persons. 

UxBRiDOB  ^^^  tender  of  1,596^  3«.  6rf.  under  protest  was  therefore 

AND  Rick-  justifiable,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  refuse  the 

MAN8W0RTH  " 

Railw.  Co.  amount.  The  above  36th  section  gives  the  Court  a  dis- 
cretion in  granting  the  writ  of  scire  facias :  it  says  that 
'^  execution  may  be  issued"  against  any  of  the  share- 
holders; and  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the 
application  which  has  been  made  ought  to  be  refused. 

C.  W.  Wood  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  PlaintiflF  miy 
not  be  entitled  to  150Z.  costs,  but  the  terms  of  the  role 
show  that  the  demand  is  not  of  a  particular  sum,  bat  of 
the  residue  unpaid  on  the  judgment.    The  writ  of  son 
facias  merely  gives  the  means  of  inquiry.    The  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  rule  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  the  word 
**  may''  does  not  necessarily  give  the  Court  a  discretion. 
Hodges  on  Railways^  84,  4th  ed, ;    Hill  v.   The  Losiffs 
and  County  Assurance  Company  (a) ;  Morisse  v.  The  Sdj/al 
British  Bank  {b).     As  to  the  tender  under  protest  all  the 
authorities  show  that  a  tender  clogged  with  a  condition  is 
bad. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  It  was  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  called 
upon  a  shareholder  of  a  company  to  show  cause  why  the 
Plaintiff  should  not  have  execution  against  him  on  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  that  company.  Now  these  proceed- 
ings against  a  shareholder  entail  considerable  costs  apon 
him,  and  the  statute,  in  authorizing  us  to  give  a  remedyi 
also  imposes  upon  us  a  duty  of  seeing  that  the  process  of 
the  Court  shall  not  be  abused.  Here  the  party  seeking  the 
remedy  ought  to  furnish  the  party  intended  to  be  charged 
with  information  of  what  is  due,  to  enable  him  to  know 

(a)  \  H.^  N.  398.  {b)  I  C.  B.,  N.  S.  67. 
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what  8am  be  is  expected  to  pay.  For  if  the  writ  of  sci. 
fa,  issues  and  the  other  proceedings  issue,  they  are  all  at 
the  cost  of  the  debtor.  This  rule  for  a  scire  facias  was 
obtained  in  order  that  a  shareholder  might  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  pay  the  residue  unpaid  on  a  judgment, 
amounting  to  1,652/.  lis.  8d.;  but,  at  the  time  when  the 
rule  was  moved  for,  the  sum  so  stated  in  the  affidavit  to 
be  due  was  not  due.  It  is,  however,  the  settlement  come 
to  between  the  attomies  that  chiefly  induces  me  to  dis- 
charge this  rule.  I  assume  that  these  gentlemen  are  per- 
sons of  respectability ;  and  in  the  proper  exercise  of  their 
functions  the  one  states  the  amount  due  as  1,596/.  3s,  6d., 
the  sum  of  150/.  being  included  for  costs  :  while  the  other 
names  a  less  sum.  The  attorney  for  the  debtor  offered  to 
pay  the  1,596/.  3s.  6d.  under  protest,  and  the  attorney  for 
the  Plaintiff  refused  to  receive  the  amount  under  that  pro- 
teat.  Each  stood  on  his  respective  rights,  and  so  these 
expensive  proceedings  have  gone  on.  However,  the  legal 
proceedings  which  have  been  taken  can  be  stopped  by 
payment  of  the  sum  claimed,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  such  payment  is  as  valid  under  protest  as  without  it 
By  putting  in  a  protest  the  debtor  thereby  leaves  himself 
free  to  have  recourse  to  his  just  rights.  And  well  might 
he  do  so,  for  here  is  a  charge  against  him  of  150/.,  which, 
as  at  present  advised,  I  think  excessive.  For  the  reasons 
stated  we  think  that  we  shall  best  meet  the  real  rights  of 
the  case  by  discharging  the  rule. 


1866. 

Scott 

0. 

UXBRIDGE 

AND  RlCK- 

MANBWOftTH 

Railw.  Co. 


WiLLBS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Wood  has 
stated  the  real  amount  due  in  this  case,  and  it  does  not 
include  the  150/.  for  costs,  or  any  part  of  it.  The  amount 
due  is  the  unpaid  residue  of  the  judgment  and  interest. 
And  it  would  have  been  well  if  Mr.  Wood's  advice  to  his 
clients  in  that  respect  had  been  followed.  The  debtor,  how- 
ever, not  being  clear  whether  the  150/.  was  or  was  not  due, 
offered  to  pay  the  money  under  protest.    Now  if  he  had  ten- 
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dered  the  whole  amount  simply  and  that  had  been  refused, 
there  would  have  been  no  doubt  in  this  matter.     The 
question  therefore  is  whether  there  was  a  valid   tender, 
i.  e.|  whether  a  debtor  who  is  satisfied  to  pay  rather  than 
enter  into  considerable  litigation  may  guard  himself  against 
admitting  a  claim  to  be  just,  and  contest  the  justice  of  it 
by  adding  to  his  tender  the  words  ''under  protest*"    I 
think  be  may.     Neither  party  thereby  makes  any  admis- 
sion.    But  if  the  debtor  should  pay  without  some  such 
reservation,  I  think  there  would  then  be  an  implied  admis- 
sion that  the  amount  paid  was  really  due»     I  may  add 
that  I  entirely  concur  in  the  law  and  good  sense  of  the 
judgment  of  Pollock^  C.  B.,  upon  this  point  in  Mannuig 
y.  Lunn  (a). 

The  tender  being  a  good  one,  and  the  amount  having 
been  refused,  I  think  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 


Keating  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs  (8). 


(a)  2  Car  *  Kir,  13,  14. 

(b)  Ltave  was  ^iven  to  the  Plaintiff  to  apply  again  if  the  money  vfif 
not  paid  after  deducting  150/.  costs. 
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WaLESBY  v.  GoULDSTONE.  June  9. ' 

Sutnte  19  ft  20  Vict,  e.  108, «.  24,  enacts,  that  **  where  in  any  action  the  debt  Cottt. 

or  demand  daioied  consists  of  a  balance  not  exceeding  601,  after  an  **  Admitted 
admitted  set-off  of  any  debt  or  demand  claimed  or  recoverable  by  the  tet-off.** 
Defendant  from  the  Plaintiff,"  the  County  Court  shall  have  jurisdic  County  Court 
tion.    Held,  tliat  ''admitted  set. off"  means  set-off  admitted  by  the  Act  19  f  20 
Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  action  brought.  Viet.  c.  108, 

«.  2^. 

rpHIS  was  an  action   brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
61/.  17«*  11^.  for  work  and  labour  and  for  materials 
provided. 

The  Defendant  pleaded^  amongst  other  pleas,  a  set-off 
of32L38.2d. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  one  of  the  Masters,  and  the 

Plaintiff  then  admitted  the  amount  of  set-off  to  be  correct. 

It  was  not  credited  in  the  particulars  of  demand.    The 

Master  gave  a  certificate  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  for  the 

difference,  19/.  148.  9d. 

Prentice  then  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  Defendant 

tjo  show  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  be  at  liberty  to 

%ax  and  allow  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  suit,  on  the  ground 

't.hat  no  plaint  could  have  been  entered  for  the  demand  in  a 

County  Court. 

• 

Beresford  showed  cause. — The  rule  was  moved  for  on 

'the  4th  section  of  stat.  15  &  16  VicL  c.  54,  which  provides 

'that  where,  in  certain  specified  cases,  it  shall  be  made  to 

appear  that  the  action  was  one  for  which  no  plaint  could 

liave  been  entered  in   the  County  Court,  the   Court  or 

Judge,  by  rule  or  order,  shall  direct  that  the  Plaintiff  shall 

Tecover  his  costs.     By  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  24,  it 

is  enacted,  that  ^'  where  in  any  action  the  debt  or  demand 

claimed  consists  of  a  balance  not  exceeding  50/.,  after  an 

admitted  set-off  of  any  debt  or  demand  claimed  or  recover- 

VOL.  I. — c.  p.  XX 
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1866.        able  by  the  Defendant  from  the  Plaintiff,  the  County 

Walesby      Court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  try  such  action.     Now 

«•  under  the  129th  section  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  it  has 

GOULDSTONE. 

been  held,  that  where  by  proof  of  part  payment  the  Plain- 
tiff's demand  is  reduced  below  20il,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  costs  :  Turner  v.  Berry  (a) ;  Hudspeth  ▼.  Yamold(b). 
Where  a  Defendant  in  an  action  in  a  superior  Court  proved 
a  set-off  reducing  a  demand  of  above  20/.  to  a  sum  less  than 
that  amount,  it  was  held  that  the  balance  only  was  "  re- 
covered" within  the  meaning  of  the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  61,  i. 
1 1  :  Beard  v.  Perry  (c).  The  case  of  Avards,  App., 
Rhodes,  Resp.  (d),  which  may  be  relied  on  on  the  other 
side,  decided  that  a  Plaintiff  could  not  give  jurisdictaon 
to  the  County  Court  by  giving  credit  in  his  particulars  for 
a  set-off,  and  the  Court  held  that  the  term  **  balance  of  ac- 
count," used  in  sect.  68  of  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  96,  could  only 
mean  balance  of  account  after  payment  of  part,  or  after 
the  allowance  of  set-off  as  an  item  in  account,  with  the 
agreement  of  the  parties.  That  case  was  decided  io  1853, 
and  in  1866  was  passed  the  provision  in  the  Act  now  under 
discussion ;  and  the  question  therefore  is,  what  is  meant 
in  its  ^th  section  by  the  words  ^'admitted  aetroff?" 
That  Act  must  have  been  passed  to  meet  this  case,  and 
the  term  '^  admitted"  must  mean  admitted  by  the  Plaintiff, 
and  not,  as  will  be  said  by  the  other  side,  admitted  by  both 
parties.  IWilles,  J.,  referred  to  36th  County  Court  Rule.] 
The  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  place  payment  and  set-off  on 
the  same  footing.  If,  however,  '*  admitted  "  is  to  be  taken 
to  mean  admitted  by  both  parties,  then  there  was  such 
admission  in  this  case. 

Prentice    in    support  of   the  rule. — The  law  frewiw^^ 
to  the   passing  of  the  19  &  20  Vict  c.  108,  appears  /« 


(a)  5  Ex.  858.  (c)  2  B.  ^  S.  493. 

(b)  9  C.  B.  625.  id)  8  £r.  312. 
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the  ctse  of   Avards^  App.,   Rhodei^  Resp.(a)y  and  in        1866, 
JBeswiek  y.  Capper {b).     Bat  the  word  ''admitted,'*  as      Walcsbt 
lued  in  that  stitate,  must  mean  that  the  set-off  is  a  goclmtoiib. 
matter  aboot  which  there  is  no  dispute,  and  on  which 
the  County  Court  Judge  would  not  have  to  pronounce 
an  opinion.    Then  was  there  at  the  time  the  action  was 
brought  an  admitted  set-off?     There  was   no  such  ad- 
mission either  by  Plaintiff  or  Defendant      [Byles,  J. 
Suppose  the  admission,  though  not  made  on  ^he  writ, 
was  made  in  the  particulars  of  demand.]     It  would  still 
i>e  nosuflScient,  as  made  after  action  brought.    The  Plain- 
tiff is  not  bound  to  make  the  admission,  and  if  the  De- 
fendant wishes  to  prove  one  it  must  appear  that  there 
was  an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  that  effect  and 
before  action  brought    The  35th  of  the  County  Court 
Rules  referred  to  by  Willes,  J.,  does  not  bear  the  interpre- 
tation that  part  of  the  claim  can  be  abandoned  in  order  to 
give  jurisdiction,  for  that  would  be  to  abrogate  the  Act 
of  Parliament  which  gives  the  County  Courts  but  a  limited 
Jurisdiction.    [fVilles,J.,  referred  to  Reg.  Gen.  13,  Trinity 
Term,  1853.]    A  rule  of  practice  of  the  Superior  Courts 
^san  be  no  guide  to  the  construction  of  a  statute  affecting 
"the  County  Courts. 

Erlb,  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 

anade  absolute.    The  Plaintiff  claimed  a  sum  exceeding 

£0/L  at  the  time  the  action  was  brought,  and  there  was  no 

ibrmal  admission  of  a  set-off  before  the  commencement  of 

that  action.     In  the  result  a  set-off  was  allowed,  and  the 

Plamtiff  recovered  the  balance,  19/.  lis.  9d.    That  action 

might  have  been  brought  in  the  County  Court  if  the 

Plaintiff  had  admitted  the  setoff,  and  the  question  is, 

whether  there  was  such  an  admission  in  this  case  as  would 

have  justified  the  Plaintiff  in  bringing  his  action  there. 

(a)  8  Ex  312.  (6)  7  C.  B.  669. 
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My  construction  of  the  words  of  the  statute  19  &  20  Vici. 
c.  108,  s.  24, "  after  an  admitted  set-ofF,"  is, "  if  the  Plaintiff 
chooses  to  admit  the  set-off  at  the  time  of  action  brought" 
This  he  has  a  right  to  do.  In  the  present  case  it  was  not 
done,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled,  therefore,  to  make  bis 
claim  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Courts,  a 
jurisdiction  which  is  not  to  be  lightly  taken  away. 


Byles  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

WiLLES,  J.,  stated  that  for  the  future  he  should  confonn 
to  the  view  of  the  rest  of  the  Court  upon  this  qoestioo. 

Rule  absolute. 


Tuesday, 
June  12. 


Contract  to  do 
work  on  pre" 
mitet  qf  another. 
Part  perform- 
ance, 

Dettruetian  qf 
premUet  by 
fire. 

Implied  condU 
tion. 


Appleby  and  Another  v.  Myers. 

The  Plaintiff,  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  contracted  with  the  Defeodtot 
to  erect  certain  machinery  on  buildings  provided  by  him  and  andff  v* 
control ;  the  works  being  divided  into  different  parta,  with  wptf*^ 
prices  for  each  :  and  they  were  partly  proceeded  with.  Althoi^  ^ 
specific  "portion"  had  been  completed,  one  article  was  already  in  ^ 
by  the  Defendant,  when  the  building  and  machinery  were  both  ^^'^fz 
by  fire.  Held,  that  there  was  an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  v« 
Defendant  to  provide  and  keep  up  the  building,  and  that  the  P^*^^ 
was  entitled,  upon  the  implied  contract,  to  recover  the  value  of  ^ 
work  done. 

rpHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were 
engineers,  against  the  Defendant  to  recover  the  Bom 
of  419/.  for  work  done  and  materials  provided,  under  the 
circumstances  set  forth  in  the  following  case,  stated  fortbe 
opinion  of  the  Court  without  pleadings : — 

On  the  30th  day  of  March,  1866,  the  Plaintifis  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendant  in  these  terms  :-^ 

"  Specification  and  estimate  of  engine,  boiler,  lifts,  t^f 
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for  B.  Myers,  Esq.,  Sauthwark  Street,  Messrs.   Tillott       1866. 
k  Chamberlain,  architecto.  ~a^lebi~ 

30th  March,  1866.  ,  »• 

Myers. 

1.  Boiler :  To  provide  and  fix  a  Cornish  boiler  14  feet 
long  and  4  feet  3  inches  in  diameter,  made  of  best  Stafford- 
shire plates,  with  a  steam  dome  on  top  2  feet  diameter  and 
2  feet  high. 

The  tube  through  the  boiler  is  2  feet  3  inches  in  diame- 
ter, and  the  fire  plates  are  of  Lowmoor  iron,  the  end  plates 
are  \  inch  thick,  and  the  shell  plates  f  inch.  It  is  fitted 
with  furnace  door  and  frame,  furnace  bars,  beaver  and  dead 
plate  damper,  with  chain  and  balance-weight  water  gauge, 
2  gauge  cocks,  blow-off  cock,  2  safety  valves,  patent 
steam  gauge  and  safety  ....  plug,  which  admits  the  water 
into  the  fire  and  pats  it  out,  if  there  is  not  sufficient  water 
in  the  boiler.  The  boiler  is  tested  by  hydraulic  pressure  to 
120  pounds  per  square  inch. 

2.  Engine :  To  provide  and  erect  a  horizontal  condensing 
engine  of  6-horse  nominal  power,  the  cylinder  8  inches 
diameter  by  20  inches  stroke,  fitted  w*ith  bright  covers, 
metallic  piston,  steel  piston-rod,  bright  wrought  iron  con- 
necting-rod, wrought  iron  crank-shaft,  with  fly-wheel  and 
wait-bore,  fitted  with  gun-metal  bearings,  governors,  force 
pumps,  suction  and  delivery  pipe,  and  all  clacks,  valves  and 
connections  between  engine  and  boiler. 

The  whole  complete  for  the  sum  of  185Z.  5^. 

3.  Shafting:  To  provide  and  erect  a  vertical  shaft  of 
27  feet  8  inches  diameter,  with  hanged  couplings,  bright 
throughout,  with  bevilled  gear  to  drive  from  engine,  and 
bevilled  gear  at  top  to  drive  the  lifts,  with  all  bearings  ne- 
cessary for  the  same,  lined  with  gun-metal,  also  bevilled 
wheels  on  2nd  and  3rd  floors  to  drive  machinery  on  these 
floors. 

4.  Lifts:  To  provide  and  fix  two  patent  lifts,  to  lift 
weights  up  to  16  cwt.,  with  aU  break  gear  and  throwing- 


V. 

Mtbrs. 
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1866.  in  and  out  motion  to  each  loophole.  We  are  to  me  the 
Appleby  chains  now  in  the  cranes,  and  provide  all  that  is  required 
in  addition,  together  with  the  guides  necessary  for  carry- 
ing it  and  all  shafting  to  connect  with  the  main  vertical 
shaft. 

6.  Shafting,  2nd  and  3rd  floors  :  Provide  and  fix  about 
14  feet  of  bright  wrought  iron  shafting,  2  inches  diame- 
ter,  with  bright  couplings,  2  pulleys  for  driving  lathes,  and 
1  pulley  for  driving  circular  saw ;  a  short  shaft  on  2iid 
floor,  with  two  pulleys  for  driving  the  rollers. 

The  whole  complete^  with  hangers,  bearers  lined  widi 
gun-metal. 

The  last  three  items  for  the  sum  of  183/.  10«. 

6.  Drying-room  :  To  provide  and  fix  a  doable  row  of 
steam-pipes,  4  inches  diameter,  with  all  bends,  elbows,  &c, 
necessary  to  heat  the  room  to  180®,  and  the  steam-pipes  to 
connect  the  same  with  the  boiler  on  basement. 

7.  Copper  pans  :  Provide  and  erect  steam-pipes,  with  all 
connections  to  boiler,  gun-metal  steam-cocks,  &c.,  neces- 
sary for  boiling  the  water  in  the  pan  by  steam. 

The  two  last  named  to  be  erected  complete  for  the  sum 
of  27/. 

8.  Tanks :  To  supply  one  wrought  iron  tank,  to  contain 
600  gallons  of  water,  for  closets,  &c.,  and  the  cane  washing 
troughs,  to  be  heated  by  steam,  and  all  pipes  between  them 
and  boiler,  and  the  fittings  necessary  for  heating  the  water, 
to  be  provided  for  the  sum  of  10/.  lOs. 

9.  Pump  :  To  supply  and  erect  a  patent  double-action 
pump,  capable  of  delivering  about  i,000  gallons  per  hour, 
the  connections  from  well  to  pump,  and  from  pump  to 
600-gallon  tank,  for  the  sum  of  14/.  5s, 

10.  Steam-boxes:  Provide  and  erect  one  steam-box, 
4  feet  long  by  2  feet  6  inches  deep  and  2  feet  wide,  for  the 
day  process,  with  all  steam  connections  and  fittings,  for  the 
sum  of  38/.  \0s. 

We  offer  to  make  and  erect  the  whole  of  the  machinery 
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of  the  best  materials  and  workmanship  of  their  respective       1866. 
kinds^  and  put  it  to  work  for  sums  above  named  respec-      Applbbt 
tively,  and  to  keep  the  whole  in  order,  under  fair  wear  and       m/ers. 
tear,  for  two  years  from  date  of  completion.  All  brickwork, 
carpenters'  and  masons>'  work  and  materials  are  to  be  pro- 
vided for  us ;  but  the  drawings  and  general  instructions 
required  for  them  to  work  will  be  provided  by  us,  subject 
to  the  architect's  approval. 

(Signed)    Appleby  Bros." 

The  total  cost  of  the  works,  if  they  had  been  completed 
under  the  contract,  would  have  amounted  to  459/. 

On  the  4th  day  of  July ^  1864,  a  fire  accidentally  broke 
out  on  the  premises  of  the  Defendant  in  Southwark  Street^ 
which  entirely  destroyed  the  premises  and  the  works 
which  then  had  been  erected  by  the  PlaintiflTs,  in  part  per- 
formance of  the  contract  above  set  out.  At  the  time  of  the 
fire  the  works  contracted  to  be  erected  as  aforesaid  had 
not  been  completed.  The  premises  upon  which  the  several 
works  were  to  be  erected  were  the  property  of  the  De- 
fendant, in  his  occupation  and  under  his  entire  control. 
The  Plaintiffs  had  access  thereto  only  for  the  purpose  of 
performing  their  contract.  At  the  time  of  the  fire  portions 
of  Nos.  1  to  8  were  erected  and  fixed,  and  some  of  the  ma- 
terials for  others  were  on  the  premises.  The  Defendant 
had  not  completed  the  carpenters'  and  masons'  work  to 
be  prepared  by  him  under  the  agreement.  The  tank  had 
been  erected  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  was  used  by  the  De- 
fendant by  taking  water  therefrom  for  the  purpose  of  his 
business;  but  the  other  apparatus  connected  with  it,  as 
specified  in  No.  8,  was  not  completed.  The  Plaintiffs' 
workmen  were  still  engaged  in  continuing  the  erection  and 
completion  of  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether, 
under  the  above  circumstances,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled 
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1866.  to  recover  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  contract  price. 
Applbbt  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintifis  were 
Myers.  entitled  to  recover  for  the  whole,  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  up  for  the  PlaintiflTs  for  412Z.  10«.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover  for  part  only,  then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for 
such  sum  as  an  arbitrator  should  direct 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then 
judgment  of  non  pros,  with  costs  of  defence,  was  to  be 
entered  up  for  Defendant. 

Holl  for  the  Plaintiffs.— The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  \o 
recover  For  the  work  actually  done*  This  is  not  the  case  of 
a  contract  where  the  property  passes  only  on  delivery. 
Some  of  the  articles  supplied  were  affixed  to  the  Defend- 
ant's premises;  and  as  to  such  articles,  the  property 
actually  passed,  and  the  Plaintiffs  are  clearly  entitled 
to  the  price  agreed  to  be  given  for  them :  MeneUme  v. 
Athawes  (a).  If  the  Defendant  had  paid  for  part  of  the 
goods  before  the  breaking  out  of  the  fire,  it  coold  never 
be  contended  that  he  could  sue  the  Plaintiff  for  money  had 
and  received.  It  is  to  be  observed  that,  in  the  present  case, 
the  premises  destroyed  were  the  Defendant's,  and  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  put  into  the  si^me  position  as  if  the  Defendant  had 
by  his  own  act  prevented  them  from  completing  their  con- 
tract. \^Smithy  J.  pointed  out  that  there  were  different 
charges  for  the  different  items.]  That  is  so,  and  the  De- 
fendant had  begun  to  use  the  tank  for  his  business.  If  th< 
house  had  been  sold,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  fix— ,2^ 
tures  in  question  would  have  passed  by  the  conveyance  ^9; 
Story  on  Bailments,  %%  384,  385,  426. 

Hannen  {Philbrick  with  him)  for  the  Defendant— Tb^  jy^ 

(a)  3  Bur.  1592. 
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is  not  a  question  of  property,  but  whether  a  condition  pre-       ^866, 
cedent  has  been   fulfilled.     In  Menetone  v.  Athawes{a\      Applebt 
there  was  no  stipulation  as  to  the  time  for  payment,  and       mteri. 
there  was  no  reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  be  paid 
for  the  work  he  had  performed.     But  there  is  a  distinction 
between  such  a  case  and  one  where  a  time  for  payment 
has  been  agreed  upon.     It  is  stated  in  Chitty  on  Contracts^ 
p.  614,  7th  ed.,  that  '^  the  destruction  of  the  work  by  an 
accidental  fire,  or  other  misfortune,  before  it  is  finished  or 
deliyered,  does  not  deprive  the  workman  of  his  right  to 
remuneration,  to  the  extent  of  the  work  done,"  and  the 
above  case  is  cited.     But  it  proceeds,  **  unless,  by  the  uni- 
form custom  of  the  particular  trade,  payment  is  not  to  be 
made  until  the  work  is  completed  and  delivered  ;"  and  re- 
ference is  made  to  Adlard  v.  Booth  {b).    Here  the  Plaintiffs 
were  not  to  be  paid  until  the  work  was  completed,  and  if  a 
party  enters  into  such  an  agreement,  it  is  for  him  to  insure 
his  interest     [Byles,  J.    It  was  from  the  Defendant's  mis- 
fortune that  the  Plaintiffs  failed  to  complete  their  contract.] 
It  was  a  common  misfortune.     In  Taylor  y.  Caldwell  (c\ 
Blackburn^  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
says: — ''There   seems   no  doubt   that  where  there  is  a 
positive  contract  to  do  a  thing,  not  in  itself  unlawful,  the 
contractor  must  perform  it  or  pay  damages  for  not  doing 
it,  although  in  consequence  of  unforeseen  accidents,  the 
performance  of  his  contract  has  become  unexpectedly  bur- 
thensome  or  even  impossible."     The  principle  of  that  case 
is  in  the  Defendant's  favour,  and  it  shows  that  an  action 
by  the  Defendant  for  not  completing  the  contract  would 
be  properly  met  by  an  allegation  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs that  the  perishing  of  the  thing  had  prevented  them 
from  doing  so.     But  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  Plaintiffs 
never  finished   the    work    contracted   for,    the   time  has 

(a)  3  fair.  1592.  (r)  S  B.^  S.  826,  833. 

{b)  7  C.  4  P.  108. 
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1866.       never  arrived   when  the  money  is  payable  by  the  Da- 
AppLEBf      fendant 


V. 

Mteri. 


Holl  in  reply. — Taylor  v.  Caldwell  (a)  is  in  the  Plain* 
tiffs*  favour.  The  action  there  was  in  damages  for  breach 
of  contract,  and  it  was  held  that  on  the  true  con- 
struction of  its  terms,  the  Defendant  was  excused  by 
reason  of  the  impossibility  of  his  giving  the  Plaintiff 
the  property  to  work  on.  Here  also  the  Defendant  had 
not  completed  the  carpenters'  and  masons'  work  to  be 
prepared  by  him  under  die  agreement.  In  Adlard  v. 
Booth  {b)  the  fire  was  in  the  Plaintiff's  own  premises. 

[Hannen  was  asked  by  the  Court  to  point  out  the  part 
of  the  agreement  on  which  he  relied  as  proving  that  pay- 
ment was  contemplated  only  on  the  completion  of  the 
contract,  and  he  read  the  last  clause  of  the  specification 
and  estimate.  Keating,  J,,  referred  to  Roberts  v.  Have- 
lock  (c).] 

Cur.  adv.  tmU. 

Smith,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiffs,  who  are  engineers,  had  con- 
tracted, by  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the  Defendant,  to 
do  certain  works  upon  buildings,  his  premises,  viz.,  to  pro- 
vide and  erect  upon  them  a  steam  engine  and  machinery 
connected  with  it.  The  works  were  divided  into  different 
parts,  and  separate  prices  were  fixed  upon  each  of  those 
parts.  The  Plaintiffs  agreed  to  erect  the  machinery  for 
those  prices. 

The  case  finds  that  the  premises  were  in  the  occupation 
and  under  the  entire  control  of  the  Defendant;  that  all 
parts  of  the  work  were  far  advanced  towards  completion; 
and  that  some  parts  were  so  nearly  finished  that  the  D^ 

(a)  3  B.  4-  5.  826.  (c)  3  B.  4-  Ad.  404. 

(b)  7  C.Sf  P.  108. 
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Myers. 


fendant  bad  used  ibem  for  the  purpose  of  his  busineM;  1866. 
but  that  none  of  the  parts  into  which  the  work  had  been  applbbt 
dirided  were  absolutely  complete.  The  works  were  io  this 
state  when  an  accidental  fire  broke  out  in  the  Defendant's 
premises,  and  destroyed  the  Defendant's  building  and  the 
works  done  upon  them  by  the  Plaintiffs.  The  question 
submitted  to  us  is,  whether  under  the  circumstances  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  or  any  portion 
of  the  contract  price. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Plaintiffs  cannot  recover  the  whole 
contract  price  as  a  specific  sum ;  for  that  was  only  to  be 
paid  on  the  completion  of  the  works,  an  event  which  has 
not  happened.  But  we  think  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, they  are  entitled,  upon  an  implied  contract,  to  be 
paid  the  value  of  the  work  done,  which  value,  as  we  assume 
from  the  form  of  the  question,  the  parties  are  content  to 
estimate  upon  a  due  proportion  of  the  contract  price.  It 
was  contended  for  the  Defendant,  that  the  fire  was  a  com- 
mon misfortune  excusing  both  parties  from  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  we  were  pressed  to  adopt  the  principle 
laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Tay- 
lor V.  Caldwell  {a).  In  one  part  of  that  judgment  it  is  said, 
no  doubt  in  general  terms,  p.  839 — '*  The  principle  seems 
to  us  to  be  that,  in  contracts  in  which  the  performance  de- 
pends on  the  continued  existence  of  a  given  person  or  thing, 
a  condition  is  implied  that  the  impossibility  of  performance 
arising  from  the  perishing  of  the  person  or  thing  shall  excuse 
the  performance."  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  may  have 
properly  adopted  and  applied  the  principle  in  the  case  of 
the  contract  before  them,  but  we  think  it  cannot  be  cor- 
rectly applied  to  the  present  case,  where  the  contract  is  of 
a  different  kind,  and  appears  to  us  to  fall  within  that  qua- 
lification of  the  principle  found  in  the  early  part  of  the  same 
judgment,  where  the  Court  say,  p.  833,  that,  "  in  the  absence 

(a)  3  fi.  4  5.  826, 


V. 

Mteri. 
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1 866.       of  any  express  or  implied  warranty  that  the  iking  shall  exist^^ 
Appleby      ^^^  contract  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a  positive  contract, 
but  as  subject  to  an  implied  condition  that  the  parties  shall 
be  excused  by  the  perishing  of  the  thing  before  breach. 

By  tlie  agreement  between  these  parties,  the  machinery 
was  to  be  fixed  to  the  buildings  of  the  Defendant,  so  that 
the  parts  of  it  when  and  as  fixed  would  become  his  pro- 
perty and  subject  to  his  dominion,  and  we  think  we  fulfil 
the  intention  of  those  who  entered  into  this  contract,  by 
holding  that  it  is  an  implied  term  of  it  that  the  Defendant 
should  provide  the  buildings,  the  subject  on  which  the 
work  was  to  be  done,  and  keep  them  in  a  fit  state  to  enable 
the  Plaintifis  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract.     If  the 
Defendant  had  refused  to  allow  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  the 
use  of  the  buildings,  or  by  his  own  act  or  default  had  ren- 
dered them   unfit  to  receive  the   work,    there  can,  we 
apprehend,  be  no  doubt  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  either 
have  sued  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  or  have  treated  the 
contract  as  rescinded,  and  recovered  the  value  of  the  work 
done  on  a  quantum  valebat  count    These  rights  of  action 
would  accrue  to  the  Plaintiffs,  not  by  reason  of  any  express 
words  of  agreement,  but  in  virtue  of  the  implied  term  of 
the  contract  to  which  we  have  referred. 

Then  is  the  non-performance  of  this  implied  term  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  excused  by  the  happening  of  an 
accidental  fire?  We  think  it  is  not  excused  by  that 
event. 

The  general  rule  of  law  is  clear  that  when  a  man  con- 
tracts to  do  a  thing  he  is  bound  to  do  it  or  make  com- 
pensation, notwithstanding  he  is  prevented  by  inevitable 
accident  We  hold  that  an  implied  promise  is  present  m 
this  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  provide  and 
keep  up  the  buildings,  and  as  a  consequence  he  must  be 
liable  in  this  case,  unless  we  ought  to  annex  a  condition  or 
exception  to  his  promise,  exonerating  him  from  the  p^^' 
formance  of  it  in  the  case  of  fire  or  other  accident    When 
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the  Plaintifls  agreed  to  expend  their  materials  and  labour        1866. 
on  buildings  of  the  Defendant,  of  which  he  was  to  retain      applebt 
possession  and  control,  it  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  it  was       mteri. 
contemplated  that  the  subject  on  which  the  work  was  to  be 
done  should  be  provided  and  kept  at  his  risk  and  peril,  and 
it  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  parties  intended  that 
if  a  fire  happened,- in  no  way  attributable  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
the   Defendant   should    be   set   free   from  all   obligation 
under  the  contract     We  think  that  if  we  were  to  imply  an 
exception  or  condition  having  this  effect  we  should   not 
fulfil  but  frustrate  the  real  intention  of  the  parties.     It 
appears  to  us  that  such  a  fire  no  more  excuses  the  Defend- 
ant than  an  eviction  of  both  Plaintiffs  and  Defendant  from 
the  buildings  by  title  paramount  would  have  done. 

No  decision  directly  in  point  was  cited  to  us.  But  the 
learned  counsel  on  both  sides  refer  to  Story  on  Bailments, 
sect.  426  and  following  sections,  and  each  relied  on  certain 
passages  as  being  in  his  favour.  The  application  of  the 
maxim  **  Res  perit  domino  "  to  cases  of  a  kind  in  some 
respects  like  the  present  is  discussed  by  the  learned  author. 
But  the  authorities  he  has  collected  appear  to  leave  open 
the  precise  question  we  have  to  decide  in  this  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  is  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  the 
extent  before  indicated. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiffs  for  the  value  of  the 
work  actually  done. 
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Friday, 
June  8. 


Evidence. 
Jtdmiuicn  rf 
deposition  under 
1  fFW.4,  C.22, 
«.  10. 

Power  qf  Court 
to  review  deei" 
tUm  rf  Judge 
as  to  admissi' 
hiUty  qfdepo' 
sition. 
Permanent 
sickness* 


Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Crawshat. 

SUt  1  &  2  fFilL  4,  c.  22,  s.  10,  enacts  that  no  examination  or  depoaitioo  to 
be  taken  by  virtue  of  that  Act  shall  be  read  in  evidence  at  toy  trial, 
without  consent,  "  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satiafiictioo  of  the 
Judge,"  that  the  examinant  or  deponent  is  unable,  from  permanent 
sickness  or  other  permanent  infirmity,  to  aUend  the  triaL  In  onkr  to 
admit  the  deposition  of  a  witness,  evidence  was  given  by  a  person  not 
a  medical  man,  that  he  had  seen  him  four  days  before,  that  he  was  up- 
wards of  eighty  years  of  age,  and  that  he  was  so  ill  as  to  be  unable  to 
move  from  his  bed.  An  affidavit  by  a  medical  man  was  also  ten- 
dered. The  Judge  expressed  himself  "satisfied"  with  the  ond  evi- 
dence, and  admitted  the  deposition. 

Held:  1.  That  the  Court  in  bane,  in  virtue  of  Its  genend  jnfis> 

diction  to  supervise  all  proceedings  before  its  Judgea  and 

officers,  has  power  to  review  the  decision  of  a  Judge  nndor 

this  enactment 

2.  It  will  not,  however,  interfere  unless  satisfied  that  anhetantial 

injustice  has  resulted  from  his  decision. 
8.  "Permanent  sickness'*  means,  not  necessarilv  an  incnrable 
sickness,  but  a  sickness  of  a  grave  and  serious  character,  and  at 
least  so  permanent  as  to  make  it  moral Iv  certain  that  there  is 
no  prospect  of  the  attendance  of  the  witness  at  those  aaaises 
or  sittings ;  and,  per  Bylet  and  Smilh,  JJ^  the  interpretatioa 
of  the  term  may  differ  according  to  circumstances. 
4k  Semkle,  that  the  proof  adduced  to  satbfy  the  Judge  need  not 
necessarily  be  iegal  evidence. 

npHIS  was  an  action  to  try  the  right  to  an  ancient  and 
-*-     several  fishery  in  the  River  Uuk, 

At  the  trial  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  Spring  Aaraes 
for  the  county  of  Brecon^  the  Defendant's  counsel  pro- 
posed to  put  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  a  Mr.  ffawkins, 
who  by  reason  of  illness  had  been  examined  under  a  com- 
mission. 

The  Judge's  order  authorizing  the  examination  was  in 
these  terms, — **  On  affidavit  I  order  that  he  be  examined 
at  his  residence,  with  liberty  to  cross  examine,  and  such 
evidence  may  be  used  at  the  trial  saving  just  exceptions." 

This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel, 
who  then  called  upon  the  Defendant  to  prove  the  inability 
of  Hawkins  to  attend  the  trial.  For  this  purpose  the 
managing  clerk  of  the  Defendant's  attorney  was  swora^ 
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who  Mid  that  be,  io  company  with  a  medical  man,  bad        1866, 
seen  Mr.  JBawhims  four  dayv  before  at  his  home,  Ifut-      dckb  or 
cteater,  where  he  was  so  ill  that  he  was  miable  to  mo?e     ^^^^^"^ 
from  his  bed.     In  cross  examination  the  witness  stated    Ckavsbat. 
he  had  never  been  a  medical  man ;  but  that  he  obsenred 
that  the  deponent  was  very  old  (he  was  upwards  of  eighty), 
and  that  his  iace  was  drawn  ap  in  agony.     His  lordship 
then  expressed  himself  satisfied  on  this  evidence  that  the 
deponent  was  unable  from  permanent  sickness  to  attend 
the  triali  but  asked  the  PlaintiflTs  counsd  to  state  his  ob- 
jection.    It  was  then  urged  that  there  was  no  proof  of 
**  permanent  disability^  within  the  statute.     An  affidavit  of 
the  medical  man  was  thereupon  put  in  on  behalf  of  the 
Defen<lanty  and  was  in  these  terms, — "  I  regularly  attend 
Samwel  Hawkbu.     He  has  been  examined.     1  have  seen 
him  to-day,  the  19th  of  March.     He  is  unable  from  per- 
manent sicknetts  to  attend  the  trial  of  this  action  at  the 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Brecon,    The  permanent  sickness 
from  which  he  suffers  is  chronic  gout,  and  at  the  present 
time  he  is  confined  to  his  bed  with  an  acute  attack  of 
gout  in  both  feet  and  knees,  and  is  unable  to  move."    The 
learned  Judge  then  admitted  the  deposition. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendant. 

In  EoBter  Term  {April  17), 

Grove  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  of  Hawkins  had  been  improperly  re- 
ceived. 

Manisty,  Douodeswell  and  H.  AUennovf  showed  cause.—- 
First,  the  Judge,  who  presides  at  the  trial,  is  the  sole 
judge  as  to  whether  a  witness  is  too  ill  to  attend.  By 
Stat.  1  Will,  4,  c.  22,  s.  10|  the  deposition  is  not  to  be 
read  in  evidence,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Judge  that  the  deponent  is  unable  from  permanent 
sickness  or  other  permanent  infirmity  to  attend  the  trial. 
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Duke  or 
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His  decision  cannot  be  reviewed  on  that  point.     In  the 
case  of  Winsor  v.  The  Queen  {a),  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  Judge  discharging  a  jury  from  giving  a  ver- 
dict was  not  subject  to  review.      In   StanAope,  App.  v. 
Thorsbi/j  Resp.  {b),  an  order  made  by  the  local  authority, 
appointed  by  order  of  the  Privy  Council,  prohibited, the 
removal  of  cattle,  except  fat  ones  with  the  licence  of  a 
justice,  in  which  he  was  to  state  that  he  had  been  satis- 
fied, by  the  evidence  of  an  inspector  or  otherwise,  that 
there  had  been  no  case  of  cattle  plague  within  a  certain 
distance ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  Sessions  could  not  in- 
quire into   the  evidence  on  which  the  justice  granted  a 
licence,  there  being  no  fraud  by  the  applicant  for  it   [They 
also  referred  to  Bartlett  v.  Smith  {c),'\     Very  loose  evi- 
dence may  be  given  to  satisfy  the  Judge,  which  would  not 
be  admissible  to  go  to  a  jury.    The  wording  of  sect.  10  of 
this  statute  is  more  like  the  wording  of  stat  11  &  \2.Vict. 
c.  42,  8,  17,  than  that  of  any  other,  and  in  the  case  of 
Regina  v.  Stephenson  {d),   which   is   a  decision   on  that 
section,  it  was  held,  that  it  is  for  the  presiding  Judge  at 
the  trial  to  decide  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  that 
a  witness  is  too  ill  to  travel,  and  that  the  Court  will  not 
interfere  with  the  exercise  of  his  discretion.     Reasonable 
proof  of  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  the  depositions  need 
only  be  given  :   Starkie  on  Evidence,  4th  ed.  p.  412.    In 
certain  cases  where  a  Judge  has  power  under  a  statute  to 
certify  as  to  costs,  it  has  been  held  that  the  Court  will 
not  review  his  decision  :   Barker  v.  Hollier  {e) ;   Cann  v. 
Faceyif);    Twigg  v.  Potts  (g);    Merrick  v,  Wakleg(h); 
Bury  V.  Dunn  (t).     And  where  the  Court  or  a  Judge  has 
power  to  direct  that  the  Plaintifi*  shall  recover  his  costs, 


(a)  6  B.^S.  143. 
(6)  Ante,  459. 

(c)  11  M,^W.  483. 

(d)  D.  L.  ^  C.  C.  C.  165. 

(e)  S  M.!^W.  513. 


(/)  4  J.  4-  E.  68. 
(g)  4  Dowl,  266. 
(A)  11  LJ.,  Q.B.  249. 
(i)  1  I>.  4^  L.  141. 
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as  under  the  County  Court  Act,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  54,  s.  4, 
the  Court  will  not,  on  facts  substantially  the  same  as  those 
before  the  Judge,  exercise  the  power  given  to  them: 
Hatch  ¥•  Lewis  (a). 

Secondly.  If  the  decision  of  the  Judge  can  be  reviewed, 
the  evidence  given  here  was  sufficient ;  for,  in  addition  to 
the  parol  evidence,  there  was  an  affidavit  of  a  medical  man, 
which  was  admissible  to  satisfy  the  Judge.  In  Knight  v. 
Campbell,  Quildford  Summer  Assizes,  1848,  cited  in  Taylor 
an  Evidence,  4th  ed.  p.  474,  such  an  affidavit  was  admitted 
by  Pollock,  C.  B.,  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  permanent 
sickness  of  a  deponent  to  let  in  his  deposition. 


1866. 
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Beaufort 

Crawshay. 


Orove,  H.  Giffard,  and  O.  B.  Hughes  in  support  of  the 
rule. — First,  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  Court  to  review  the 
decision  of  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  upon  this  question : 
Taylor  on  Evidence,  pp.  35 — 36,  4th  ed.  The  words  of 
the  statute  go  no  farther  than  to  show  that  the  reception  of 
evidence,  in  the  case  of  the  illness  of  a  witness,  is  for 
the  Judge.  They  put  the  matter  on  the  same  footing  as 
other  questions  of  a  similar  nature ;  as,  for  instance,  the 
right  of  a  judge  to  decide  whether  a  document  has  come 
from  the  proper  custody :  Doe  dem.  Jacobs  v.  Phillips  (b). 
Even  where  a  mere  matter  of  fact,  proper  for  a  judge  to 
decide,  has  been  disposed  of  by  him,  the  Court  are 
entitled  to  review  the  decision :  Wright  v.  Doe  dem. 
Tatham,  per  Parke^  B.  (c).  [They  also  cited  Boyle  v. 
Wiseman  {d) ;  Doe  dem.  Jenkins  v.  Davies  {e) ;  Doe 
dem.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Keeling  {f).']  [Byles,  J. 
Will  a  bill  of  exceptions  lie  here  ?]  No ;  and  that  is  a 
stronger  reason  for  the  Court  entertaining  the  question. 
All  that  a  Judge  does  at  Nisi  Prius  is  reviewable,  unless  the 
review  of  the  particular  matter  is  expressly  taken  away  by 


(a)  7  H.^N.  367. 

(6)  8  Q.  B.  158. 

(e)  1  A.^  E.  313,  356. 

▼OU  I. — C.  P. 


((/)  11  £j  360. 
(e)mQ.  B.314. 
(/ni  Q.  B.  884. 
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statute,  and,  in  such  cases,  clear  peremptory  language  is 
always  used.     If  it  is  conceded  that  the  Courts  in  Banco 
have  such  a  general  surveillance,  then  the  words  '^  to  ibe 
satisfaction  of  the  Judge"  cannot  of  themselves  oust  thenr 
jurisdiction.    The  object  of  those  words  must  be  to  point 
out  to  the  Judge  that  it  is  for  him,  and  not  for  the  juiy, 
to  decide  the  particular  matter  specified.      8tephawm$ 
case  (a)  is  distinguishable,  because  there  the  appeal  was 
to  a  Court  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  upon 
points  of  law  only,  not  of  fact.     Under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  126,  $.  31,  the 
Court  is  excluded  from  reviewing  a  Judge's  decision  upon 
a  question  relating  to  stamps ;  but  such  an  express  prohi- 
bition is  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff's  contention  that  tbe 
general  power  of  review  exists. 

Secondly.  Assuming  that  the  Judge's  discretion  is  re- 
viewable, here  was  no  ''  permanent"  disability  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  In  one  sense,  chronic  gout  may  be 
said  to  be  permanent  sickness ;  but  the  question  is  whether 
the  illness  in  this  particular  instance  was  of  so  permanenta 
character  as  to  render  postponement  of  the  trial  practicaOy 
useless.  In  cases  under  the  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  where 
the  words  are  '^  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel,"  it  has  beeo 
held  that,  at  least,  the  surgeon  in  attendance  should  be 
called  :  Reg.  v.  RHey  {b).  Here  also  the  Judge  sbooU 
have  had  the  oral  evidence  of  the  medical  man.  Hii  affi* 
davit  was  not  evidence,  and  was  improperly  received. 


Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  It  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  the  improper  reception  of  evidence.  The  evidence  hi 
question  consisted  of  the  deposition  of  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Hawkins^  and  was  received  by  the  learned  Jndge 
at  the  trial  on  an  oral  statement,  by  which  it  appeared  to 
his  satisfaction  that  Hawkins  was  unable,  from  permanent 

(a)  L.  4-  C.  165.  (6)  3  Cor.  ^  Kir.  116. 
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sickness  or  perman^Qt  infifipity,  to  attend  the  trial.  A)-» 
t^iQugh  1^  pei^QP  who  was  s^t  down  to  see  him  stated  to 
the  Court  the  symptoms  be  h^d  observed,  it  is  said  that  the 
Judge  aqtcid  op  ^videace  th$^t  ODght  not  to  have  satisfied 
bim,  f^nd  that  we  ought  therefore  to  grant  a  new  trial.  The 
first  point  to  l;>e  determiped  \^  whether  we  have  jurisdiction 
to  r^v^w  the  decision  of  the  learned  Judge*  The  words  of 
tlie  ^tatqte  \  WUl.  4,  p.  32, 4*  10,  are  that  <'  it  shall  appea? 
to  th^  sf^ti^fftotion  of  the  Judge"  presiding  At  the  trial  **  that 
the  ^i^amin^nt  or  deponent  is  ,  ^  .  unahle  from  permanent 
sickness  or  other  permanent  infirn^Uy  to  attend  the  trial ;" 
)t  was  sfiidi  with  a  good  dei^l  of  force  and  clearness,  that 
the  statnte  h^d  entrusted  the  decision  of  thf^t  pqint  entirely 
to  the  Jydge  s^t  the  trial,  that  it  pi^de  him  supren^e  in  th^ 
matter,  and  gc^ye  no  other  tribunal  power  to  consider  what 
he  had  don§.  3^t  as  to  th^t  pi^rl  of  the  f^fgument,  ^r, 
Grqt^  eiifkd  thp^e  whp  ^re  with  him  have  ^hewn  that  that 
wnatructipp  cappot  be  ms^int^in^.  The  Judge  f^t  Nisi 
Pn^^  ^its  as  f^  mep^ber  of  the  Courts  and,  unless  wher^ 
pthftrwise  provide  by  statute,  thf^  exprecision  of  hip  opinion 
is  9i|bje^t  to  review  by  the  Court  in  Bapoo  from  which  th$ 
record  P^n^e.  At  the  close  of  the  prgutp^nt  I  did  npt 
feel  any  doubt  that  the  words  of  the  Aot  are  not  sp$-f 
cient  to  prevent  the  Court  fr-on^  having  its  ordinary  juris- 
dictipp  over  th^  decision  of  ope  of  its  Jpdge^.  If  the 
words  of  the  statute  were  that  the  Judge  should  finally 
de^de,  find  that  th^  Court  in  Banco  should  have  no  power 
over  his  decision,  of  pqurfse  the  questiop  would  be  different, 
Then,  having  that  general  jurisdiction*  PPght  we  to  exer* 
cise  it  hy  holding  that  the  learne*d  Judge  pifide  a  mistake^ 
and  that  a  new  trial  should  follow.  I  think  that,  upop 
that  pc^rt  of  the  case,  the  Plaintiff's  argument  has  failed, 
The  strong  presumption  is  th^t  the  Judge  before  whom  the 
inatter  capie  for  decisiop  h^d  greater  means  of  deciding, 
because  he  had  the  evidence  of  his  own  eyes  to  see  the 
iiitpessesj  and  the  evidence  of  his  own  efirs  to  hear  what 
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1866.       they  said^  whereas  we  have  only  the  accouirt  of  what  passed 
Duke  op      before  him.     Moreover,  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not 
Braufort     fjQ  exercise  the  jurisdiction  which  we  have  as  a  last  resource, 
CftAwsHAT.    unless  we  are  clear  that  injustice  would  be  done  if  we  did 
not  interfere.  If  we  could  see  that  the  Judge  had  been  mis- 
led by  anything  like  a  fraudulent  contrivance,  or  if  there 
had  been  anything  like  a  resort  to  falsehood  on  the  part  of 
those  who  had  the  deposition  read,  there  would  have  been 
an  end  of  the  matter;  in  such  case  we  ought  to  interfere, 
and  we  would  interfere.     But  I  do  not  see  the  least  ground 
for  thinking  that  anything  of  the  sort  has. taken  place  here; 
neither  do  I  find  any  reason  for  coming  to  the  conclusion 
that  injustice  has  been  done  by  a  mistake  as  to  facta 
I  cannot  see  for  certain  that  Mr.  Hawkins  could  have 
attended  the  trial.    He  would  be  clearly  within  the  section 
if  the  words  had  been  *'  unable  to  attend  the  trial."    The 
words  are,  however,  unable  '*  from  permanent  sickness  or 
from  other  permanent  infirmity ;"  and  the  great  stress  of 
the  argument  has  been  directed  to  this — was  he  unable, 
from  permanent  sickness  or  permanent  infirmity,  to  attend? 
Then  the  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  *'  permanent 
sickness?"     I  have  known  a  large  class  of  human  beings 
who  are  incurable,  such  as  those  who  are  taken  into  hos- 
pitals dedicated  to  persons  who  have  been  ascertained  to 
be  absolutely  incurable.     I  do  not  think  the  statute  meant 
anything  approaching  in  degree  to  that ;  but  looking  at 
the  whole  of  the  context,  it  states  in  efiect  that  you  shall 
not  have  the  examination  read  on  a  mere  casual,  passingi 
transient  failure  of  health,  but  that  there  must  be  a  good 
deal  more.    That  is  all  that  the  statute  requires ;  for  it 
may  be  observed  that  the  examination  is  also  to  be  read  if 
it  appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  that  the  exa- 
minant  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.    If  the 
examinant  was  just  across  the  Tweed,  or  at  sea  on  his 
passage  to  Dublin  or  to  Calaisj  he  would  be  beyond  the 
*  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  Judge 
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woold  have  to  receive  the  deposition,  though,  for  ought  1866. 
that  appears,  an  hour  after  the  trial  the  man  might  be  in  dokb  of 
England,  walking  about  the  town  of  Brecon.  I  agree,  Bbaufom 
however,  with  Mr.  Grove,  that  the  great  thing  is  to  prevent  C*aw«iiat. 
the  statute  being  rendered  the  means  of  exempting  wit- 
nesses from  cross-examination  ;  but  the  provisions  in  that 
respect  are  not  so  stringent  as  has  been  suggested.  The 
words  of  the  statute  being — "  unable  from  permanent 
sickness  or  other  permanent  infirmity,"  that  must  mean 
such  .a  degree  of  permanence  as  to  make  it  morally  sure 
that  there  is  at  least  no  prospect  of  his  attending  those 
assizes  or  sittings.  I  will  not  attempt  the  impossible  task  of 
defining  the  degree  of  sickness  implied  ;  but  there  was  good 
evidence  here  of  a  disease  of  a  grave  and  serious  extent 
To  say  nothing  of  the  patient  being  beyond  threescore 
years  and  ten,  he  had  carried  chronic  gout  about  with  him 
for  some  time,  and  at  that  particular  season  an  acute  attack 
of  gout  had  supervened.  Then  the  witness  says,  *'  I  swear 
that  I  believe  he  is  unable  to  attend."  Is  that  an  ex- 
aggerated account  of  the  state  of  this  witness?  It  was 
open  to  inquiry  by  the  other  side,  and  they  did  send  a  man 
down  who  had  seen  him  a  short  time  before.  We  are  now 
called  on  to  say  that  the  Judge  who  presided  made  a  mis- 
take, and  that  justice  requires  that  there  should  be  a  new 
trial,  because  these  depositions  were  improperly  put  in. 
Bot  I  cannot  see  that  the  learned  Judge  was  wrong,  and 
unless  I  could  clearly  see  that  he  was,  I  should  not  feel 
myself  authorized  to  overrule  the  conclusion  to  which  he 
has  arrived. 

WiLLEs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Although  my 
mind  has  fluctuated  on  the  subject,  as  at  present  advised  I 
am  far  from  agreeing  with  the  learned  author  of  Taylor  on 
Evidence,  that  the  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  the 
ease  at  Guildford  was  erroneous ;  and  I  should  require 
Very  great  consideration  before  I  could   bring  myself  to 
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diifer  froiin  the  opinion  of  that  learned  Judge,  who  iinqite^ 
tionably  must  have  very  considerable  knowledge  of  wheX 
was  the  practice  in  respect  of  admitting  such  depoisitioiMk 
I  would  refer  in  passing  to  Tidd's  Practite,  9th  ed.  pp.  771 
and  810y  for  information  as  to  the  practice  that  formerly 
prevailed  with  respect  to  interrogatories  for  the  eltaminatiott 
of  witnesses  abroad.  And  any  doubt  I  might  feel  in  ote^ 
ruling  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Chief  Batt>n  would  be  fiM^ 
tified  by  what  took  place  in  the  ease  of  Me^.  >f.  Ryk  («). 
That  was  a  commission  to  inquire  as  to  the  existeuce  ^ 
certain  Crown  debts  for  the  purpose  of  piutting  the  fiM:ta<m 
the  record;  on  the  trial  before  a  jury  an  affidavit  of  dt^ 
was  the  only  evidence  that  was  given,  and  the  Goort  iM 
applied  to  to  quash  the  inquisition,  on  the  gto^Ad  of  the 
admission  of  illegal  evidence,  and  it  Was  sind  by  Parktf 
B.,  that  the  rules  of  evidence,  as  applicable  to  trials  be- 
tween party  and  party  and  criminal  trials,  had  grown  up 
as  the  result  of  practice,  not  by  the  law  of  the  land.  I 
refer  to  this  to  show  that  it  is  quite  a  mistake  to  6uf>pese, 
as  has  been  sometimes  suggested,  that  at  a  trial  at  JttA 
Prius  you  must  necessarily  have  the  witness  present  lo 
be  cross-examined.  An  affidavit,  though  it  might  lead 
to  a  mistake  in  one  instance,  might  prevent  in  ttmny  vit' 
stances  ^  useless  and  ruinous  expense.  What  1?eighdl 
most  on  my  mind  was  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  dnnoif 
that  evidence  of  this  kind  might  easily  be  fiibrictited-^ 
that  people  might  sign  without  consideration  vAv/tt  was 
put  down  on  paper  for  them  to  sign,  when  they  would 
not  like  to  state  it  in  open  Court  if  they  were  subject  to 
cross-examination  (b).  On  the  other  hand,  evidence  of 
that  kind  is  for  the  same  reason  open  also  to^asy  exposure 
if  it  be  false,  and  it  is  quite  competent  to  a  penon  who 


(a)  9  M  4-  W.  227. 

(6)  "  Simplicior  contra  tabulas  pugna.  Nam  minus  obstitisse  videtar 
pmdor  inter  paueos  sii^natores,  et  pro  diffidentia  premitur  abteotia."" 
QuintUian.  In$t,  Orat,  Kb.  5,  c  7. 
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complains  of  iklse  euggefitions  made  for  t6e  purpose  of 
ioduciog  the  Judge  to  admit  eridence  by  depositions^  to 
make  inquiry  and  inform  the  Court  of  the  falsehood,  upon 
doing  which  he  would  obtain  the  redress  of  a  new  trial ; 
and  if  it  should  appear  right  to  the  Court  he  would  also 
obtain  an  indemniBcation  for  all  the  expenses  to  which  he 
had  been  unjustly  put* 

The  next  question  is  with  regard  to  the  meaning  of 
^  permanent ''  illness  in  the  statute*  I  entirely  agree  with 
my  Lord  on  that  point  also,  and  do  not  propose  to  add  a 
word  to  what  he  has  said.  If  it  was  intended  that  ^'  per- 
manent'' should  have  the  sense  of  *'  incurable,"  that  word 
would  have  been  introduced  into  the  statute. 

Then  comes  the  question,  the  answer  to  which  will  dispose 
of  tbe  rule,  what  is  the  meaning  of  proved  ''to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  tbe  Judge  V  Apart  from  the  considerations  which 
I  bare  already  discussed  as  to  the  media  of  proof  that 
he  ought  to  have  before  him,  I  apprehend  that  the  slightest 
eflect  tlmt  can  be  given  to  the  words  proved  ''  to  the  satis- 
fiuuion  of  the  Judge,"  is  that,  if  there  is  evidence  upon 
which  he  might  reasonably  come  to  the  conclusion  Uiat 
the  evidence  was  receivable,  the  Court  ought  not  to  inter- 
fere simply  because  it  is  not  proved  to  their  satisfaction 
that  the  circumstances  existed  under  which  the  evidence 
is  by  tbe  statute  required  to  be  received »  That  would 
be  to  contradict  the  statute;  to  substitute  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Court  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  at  the 
trial.  I  think  this  can  be  well  illustrated,  and  the  in- 
tention of  the  Legislature  clearly  established,  by  consider- 
ing what  would  be  the  effect  if  the  Judge  were  not  satisfied 
at  the  triaL  Suppose  the  deponent's  illness  was  testified 
to  by  a  number  of  witnesses  who  were  interested,  or  who, 
from  what  had  passed  in  the  course  of  their  cross-exami- 
nation in  the  previous  part  of  the  trial,  were  witnesses  whose 
evidence  he  did  not  believe,  and  did  not  think  ought  to 
be  acted  upon  by  him ;  and  suppose  for  that  or  for  any 
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of  the  lesser  grounds  upon  which  a  Judge  in  his  discretion 
may  think  proper  not  to  act  on  the  evidence  though  admis- 
siblcy  the  Judge  were  to  reject  the  deposition,  would  it  be 
competent  to  the  Court  to  say,  though  they  had  not  seen 
the  witnesses,  were  not  present  at  the  time,  and  had  not 
the  same  means  of  knowing  what  weight  should  be  given 
to  the  evidence,  that  they  were  satisfied,  and  that  therefore 
there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  ?     It  is  impossible  that  that 
notion  can  be  sustained.      Therefore   we  are  driven  to 
this — that  if  we  were  dealing  simply  with  the  language 
of  the  statute  we  should  have  no  means  of  interfering. 
But  the  Court  is  not  therefore  powerless  to  prevent  in- 
justice, because  we  have  a  general  jurisdiction  by  which  we 
may  prevent  an  abuse  of  our  process  of  any  kind  whatever; 
and  in  this  jurisdiction  is  included  the  power  of  setting 
aside  verdicts  in  cases  in  which  it  appears  to  the  Court 
that  justice  has  not  been  done  at  the  trial.     The  true  re- 
sult to  my  mind,  therefore,  appears  to  be,  that,  unless  this 
was  the  proper  subject  matter  of  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  granting  a  new  trial,  even  if  we 
were  dissatisfied  with  what  satisfied  the  Judge,  ought  not 
to  be  exercised  unless  it  is  made  out  that  injustice  has 
been  done.     Now  this  may  seem  vague,  but  in  practice 
it  has  been  found  precise  enough;  and  it  has  abundance  o\ 
authority  and  illustration  in  its  favour.     I  may  refer  to  tb 
case  of  a  Judge  at  the  trial  wrongly  ruling  which  vvas 
proper  party  to  begin.    This  may  no  doubt  in  some 
produce  very  serious  inconvenience,  resulting  in  what  ma 
be  properly  called  injustice.     It  has  been  settled,  however 
that  the  Court  will  not  interfere  in  such  a  case  by  grantin 
a  new  trial,  unless  it  appears  that  substantial  injustice  h 
resulted.     That   was   laid  down   in  Brandford  v.  Fn 
man  (a).     In  Black  v.  Jones  (b)  also,  which  was  a  motio^ 
for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  consisting  of  tl^  e 
Lord  Chief  Baron  {Pollock),  and  Parke  "and  Alderson, 

(a)  5  Ex.  734.  (b)  6  Ex.  213. 
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stated  that  no  bill  of  exceptions  would  lie  to  the  ruling 
of  a  Judge  upon  a  collateral  point ;  it  must  be  an  exception 
to  his  ruling  upon  a  matter  of  law,  on  which  a  Judge  is 
bound  to  instruct  a  jury.     But  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  p.  216, 
went  on  to  observe  that, ''  if  at  any  time  the  Court  should 
feel  that  great  injustice  had  been  done  by  an  erroneous 
statement  of  a  point  of  law,  though  purely  collateral,  no 
doubt  it  would,  in  the  exercise  of  its  sound  discretion,  give 
relief.''     I  need  not  pursue  the  authorities  farther,  because 
I  could  not  do  so  without  getting  upon  ground  which  might 
be  questionable.     I  have  stated  enough  to  show  that  the 
Court  is  doing  nothing  unprecedented,  and  that  in  a  case  of 
this  description  there  is  abundant  authority  for  saying  that 
the  Court  ought  not  to  interfere  unless  injustice  has  been 
done  ?     It  lies  on  the  party,  who  seeks  to  set  the  discre- 
tionary jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  motion,  to  prove  that  in- 
justice has  been  done.     I  was  at  first  struck  by  Mr.  Grovels 
argument,  that  wrong  is  necessarily  done  by  putting  in  the 
evidence  of  a  witness  who  might  perad venture  be  produced 
in   Court  for  cross-examination.     But  with  reference  to 
ibis  particular  proceeding,  I  think  that  argument  must 
be  treated  as  a  fallacy,  because  the  legislature  has  antici- 
pated the  objection  by  allowing  the  witness,  under  certain 
circumstances  to  be  made  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Judge,  to  be  examined  without  being  exposed  to  cross-ex- 
amination; therefore  it  is  really  begging  the  question  to 
say  that  that  is  sufficient  injustice  to  induce  the  Court  to 
interfere.    The  only  injustice  that,  as  far  as  I  can  make 
out  at  present,  should  induce  the  Court  to  interfere,  is  to 
prove  that  the  Judge  acted  on  an  untrue  suggestion.     That 
injustice,  if  it  existed  in  point  of  fact,  might  have  been 
made  out,  by  inquiries  since  the  trial  as  to  the  real  state 
and  condition  of  the  old  man  whose  depositions  were  put 
in.    This  is  the  bare  case  of  a  suggestion  that  the  Judge, 
upon  what  was  before  him,  came  to  an  erroneous   con- 
clusion ;  there  has  not  been  any  attempt  to  show  that  that 
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1866.       conclusion  was  an  unjust  one^  or  that  the  same  wooM  tool 

DuKB  OF      be  arrived  at  upon  more  full  information  if  a  new  trial  were 

".  ^      to  take  place.     Upon  this  latter  ground,  I  think  that  the 

Crawsuat.    Qourt  are  bound  not  to  interfere  and  that  the  rule  ought  to 

be  discharged. 

Btlb8>  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  certainly  did 
entertain  some  doubt  as  to  the  question  whether  or  not  die 
decision  of  the  Judge  was  not  final  until  I  heard  the  argu^ 
ment  of  Mr.  Orove,  But  he  has  abundantiy  satisfied  me 
that  we  have  power  to  supervise'  what  has  been  done,  on 
the  general  principle  that  there  is  in  this  Court,  as  well 
as  in  every  other  Superior  Court,  a  jurisdiction  to  sopSN 
vise  all  proceedings  before  the  Judges  in  actions  in  this 
Court,  and  also  the  proceedings  of  inferior  officers,  judical 
as  well  as  ministerial,  sherifis,  roasters,  and  others.  The 
observation  of  Mr.  Hughes  was  very  strong,  that  if  the  sUh 
tute  had  meant  to  exclude  that  the  legislature  might  have 
very  easily  added  the  words,  ''whose  decision  shall  be  finaL" 
I  conceive  that  what  has  been  done  is  capable  of  review  by 
this  Court;  but  still  the  onus  probandiis  now  shifted.  It  lies 
upon  those  who  impeach  the  decision  of  the  Judge,  who  was 
required  by  the  statute  to  decide  the  question,  to  satisfy 
us  that  he  was  wrong,  and  possibly  to  go  farther,  and 
show  that  some  fraud  or  injustice  would  be  done»  At  all 
events,  one  or  the  other  must  be  done.  We  ought  to  hava 
it  shown  that  he  was  wrong  in  point  of  law,  or  that  there 
was  fraud,  or  that  some  injustice  has  been  done.  I  do  not 
think  that  one  of  those  three  matters  is  made  out  on  the 
present  occasion.  That  being  so,  the  decision  of  the  Jodge 
must  stand.  I  cannot  help  observing  upon  this,  though  not 
at  all  dissenting  from  what  my  Brother  WiUes  said  on  die 
subject  of  the  affidavit,  that  the  matter  is  in  this  position : 
that  the  Judge  decided  to  admit  the  deposition  of  the  wit- 
ness before  the  affidavit  was  read.  That  being  so,  he  de- 
cided upon  the  testimony  of  a  man  who  was  examined  and 
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€ro88^mniiied  on  oath^  that  from  the  age  of  the  deponent, 
as  well  aft  the  nature  of  his  infinnity,  he  was  not  able  to 
be  present  I  agree  with  what  has  been  said  by  my 
Lord  aad  my  Brother  Willes  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
**  permanent)'*  tbat  it  is  not  necessary  to  define  it,  and  that 
it  would  be  exceedingly  difficult  to  do  «o*  Possibly  the 
wokd  ''•permanent"  may  receive  different  meanings  und(sr 
difl^reot  circumstances.  Suppose,  for  instance,  that  a 
witneea  was  to  be  examined  at  the  coming  sittings  at  Nisi 
Prius,  and  there  are  no  more  sittings  at  Nisi  Piius  vntil 
Delt  DecemheTj  if  it  be  shown  that  he  will  not  be  alive,  or 
that  he  will  be  unable  to  attend  next  DeoemheTy  ought  not 
his  examination  to  be  read?  But  suppose  the  same  cause 
to  be  tried  before  the  sheriff  of  London^  who  sits  every 
fortnight,  does  "  permanent"  there  mean  the  same  thing  ? 
It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  decide  that  question.  1 
have  only  one  other  observation  to  make.  Speaking  for 
myself,  it  must  not  be 'considered  that  I  am  putting  any  con«- 
•iruction  whatever  on  the  statate  of  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c  42, 
#•17,  which  is  in  Very  different  language  and  relates  to 
criminal  proceedings,  where  the  words  are  if  ''  it  shall  be 
proved  by  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  any  credible  witness,^ 
that  a  person  is  ''so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel." 
Nothing,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  in  the  opinion  I  have 
given  on  this  case,  has  any  application  whatever  to  that 
statute. 

WiLLBft^  Jk  I  entirely  agree  with  my  Brother  Byla  m 
that  observation,  and  wish  to  guard  myself  in  the  same 
way. 
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Smith^  Jb  •  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree  in  the 
observatioiis  with  reference  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of 
a  Court  of  Record  as  to  the  trial  of  issues  from  itself, 
and  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  presiding  Judge;  but  I  think 
that  the  Court  ought  not  to  review  his  decision  under 
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the  statute  in  the  sense  of  substituting  their  discretion  for 
his.    The  statute  enacts  that  no  deposition  shall  be  read, 
''  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge" 
that  the  deponent  is  unable  to  attend.     It  is  the  mind  of 
the  Judge  that  is  to  be  satisfied,  and  the  Court  ought 
not,  on  light  grounds,  to  assume  to  themselves  the  power 
of  putting  their  mind  in  the  place  of  his,  and  saying  they 
are  not  satisfied  upon  that  evidence  which  satisfied  him. 
If  it  were  proved  that  there  was  perversity  or  mistake  or 
fraud  on  the  part  of  those  who  put  forth  the  deposition, 
then  the  power  of  the  Court  exists  to  say  that  the  conduct 
of  the  trial  was  not  to  their  minds  satisfactory.     In  this 
case  I  cannot  find  that  the  Judge  has  done  anything  which 
he  was  not  perfectly  entitled  to  do.     He  had  oral  evidence 
before  him  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  the  witness 
was  affected  with  permanent  sickness  and  unable  to  attend 
the  trial,  and  that  evidence  satisfied  his  mind  that  such  was 
the  fact    The  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  two  views  may 
be  taken  of  the  evidence.     It  might  not  have  satisfied  some 
minds  that  the  deponent  was  suffering  from  permanent  sick- 
ness, while  other  minds  it  might  have  satisfied.     Certainly 
the  Judge  who  heard  the  witness  is  much  better  able  to 
decide  on  the  effect  of  his  testimony  than  any  one  can  be 
who  merely  reads  a  report  of  it    Then,  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  the  words  **  permanent  sickness"  ce^ 
tainly  appear  to  me  to  mean  sickness  of  an  enduring  cha- 
racter, implying    something  more    than    sickness  which 
would  prevent  his  attending  that  particular  trial.     I  how- 
ever agree  with  my  Brother  Byles  that  those  words  may 
be  applied  to  different  circumstances  in  different  ways. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  Judge  could  have 
received  an  affidavit,  because  he  had  decided  to  admit  the 
deposition  before  the  affidavit  was  tendered  to  him,  and  I 
therefore  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged  independently 
of  the  question  whether  the  affidavit  was  admissible  or 
not     I  am  also  very  far  from  saying  that  the  Lord  Chief 
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Baron  was  not  quite  right  in  the  decision  he  is  reported  to       1866. 
have  given  in  the  case  referred  to.    This  is  not  a  matter      d^kb  op 
about  which  it  is  necessary  to  satisfy  a  jury — it  is  a  matter     b^auport 
where  evidence  is  wanted  to  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  Court,    Crawshat. 
if  it  were  a  trial  at  bar,  or  the  mind  of  the  presiding  Judge 
on  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius;  and  I  am  by  no  means  clear 
that  an  affidavit  is  not  perfectly  legitimate  evidence  for  that 
purpose.     Upon  the  whole,  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Griljc.  v^  The  Gbnerai*  Iron  Screw  Coluer 

Company  (Limited). 

In  an  aetion  by  a  consigner  for  the  yalue  of  his  goods  on  a  bill  of  lading, 
the  excepted  perils  of  which  included  **  barratry  of  ni«ftcr  or  mtcdn/^' 
and  **  accidents  or  damage  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  steam  naTigation  of 
¥thatever  nature  or  kind  soevfTi'*  it  was  proved  thM  the  good*  werrliMt 
by  a  collision  caused  by  the  carrying  ship,  the  Defendant's,  diaobeyiw 
(whether  wilfully  or  not  did  not  appear)  a  rule  of  the  sea  prescnbei 
in  sect  296  of**  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1864,'*  17  &  18  ykL  e. 
104.  By  sect  299  it  is  enacted,  that,  in  case  of  damage  arising  froa 
non-observance  of  such  rule,  such  damage  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  occasioned  by  the  "  wilful  default"  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the 
deck  of  the  ship.  The  Plaintiff  obtained  a  commission  for  ezaminatioB 
on  interrogatories  of  witnesses  abroad :  the  Defendant  did  not  join 
in  the  commission,  but  sent  out  cross- interrogatories.  One  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  not  called  before  the  commissioner,  so  that  the  cross-inter- 
rogatories could  not  be  put  to  him  ;  and  in  other  cases  the  witnesses 
were  examined  by  word  of  mouth  by  the  Defendant's  agent  instead  of 
by  the  commissioner.     Held, 

1.  That  without  proof  that  the  act  was  wilfully  done,  the  diaobe* 

dience  of  the  rule  could  not  be  treated  as  barratry,  which 
is  an  unlawful  act,  wilfully  done  in  fraud  of  and  to  the  damage 
of  the  shipowner. 

2.  That  the  provision  of  sect.  299  of  the  statute  did  not  render 

act  barratrous,  if  otherwise  not  so,  the  statute  being  ps) 
for  the  regulation  of  ships  and  for  determining  the  rights 
shipowners  inter  te,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  altering 
rights  of  contracting  parties. 
8.  That  on  the  true  construction  of  the  bill  of  lading  the  loss 
the  goods  was  not  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the  seaa. 

4.  That  in  such  cases  there  is   no  difference    between 

negligence  and  ordinary  negligence. 

5.  That  the  depositions  were  admissible  at  the  triaL 

T^ECLARATION  on  a  bill  of  lading  for  goods  sfaippe-Mcl 
"^  by  Plaintiff  in  a  steam  vessel,  and  deliverable  to  hS.  ^ 
own  order,  the  excepted  perils  set  out  being  the  act  oF  G< 
the  Queen's  enemies,  pirates,  robbers^  thieves,  barratry 
master  or  mariners,  restraint  of  princes  and  rulers,  fire,  ai 
cident  or  damage  from  machinery,  boilers,  steam,  or  froi 
other  goods  by  contact,  sweating,  leakage,  or  otherwif 
and  accidents  or  damage  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  stea^^vn 
navigation,  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever.  The  hTesL<sb 
assigned  was  that  the  Defendants  did  not  safely  or 
securely  carry  and  deliver  the  goods,  but  took  such  barf 
and  improper  care  of  their  steam  vessel,  and  navigated  anrf 
directed  the  same  in  so  negligent  and  improper  a  mannerj, 
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tbat  by  and  through  the  gross  carelesaness,  &c.  of  the  De- 
fendantSy  by  their  servants  and  mariners  in  that  behalf,  and 
not  otherwise,  the  said  steam  vessel  with  great  force,  kc.^ 
ran  foal  of  and  struck  against  a  certain  other  steam  vessel, 
to  witj  the  Arazes,  whereby  the  PlaintifTs  goods  were 
snnk,  &C. 

Pleas,  1 :  Traverse  of  the  bailment ;  2,  Not  guilty ;  3,  That 
the  Defendants  were  prevented  from  delivering  the  goods 
agreeably  to  the  terms  upon  which  they  received  the  same 
by  the  excepted  perils. 

Replication  to  third  plea  :  That  the  supposed  excepted 
perila  in  the  plea  mentioned  consisted  wholly  of  the  coIli-» 
non  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  tbat  the  collision 
arose  and  was  wholly  caused,  and  the  said  supposed  perils 
were  incurred,  by  and  through  the  gross  carelessness,  &c., 
of  the  Defendants,  by  their  servants  and  mariners  in  that 
behalf,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that  the  Defendants  were  not 
prevented  from  carrying  the  goods  by  the  excepted  perils, 
or  any  of  them,  further  or  otherwise  than  in  the  replication 
mentioned. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas  and  on  the  replication. 

At  the  trial  before  JEhrle,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London, 
after  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  tbat  the  Plaintiff  was  a 
merchant  residing  at  Messina  in  Sicily,  and  the  Defendants 
shipowners  in  London,  The  action  was  brought  to  recover 
the  value  of  thirtynBeven  casks  of  argols  or  tartar,  shipped 
by  the  Plaintiff,  on  his  own  account,  on  board  the  Black 
Prince,  one  of  the  Defendants'  steam  vessels,  for  convey* 
ance  to  London,  and  delivery  there  to  the  order  of  the 
Plaintiff  or  his  assigns.  The  goods  were  put  on  board  at 
Messina,  in  the  month  of  October,  1860,  and  the  vessel 
soon  after  proceeded  on  her  voyage. 

On  the  8th  of  November,  when  off  Cape  St,  Vincent,  and 
steering  nearly  due  north,  the  Black  Prince  sighted,  at  a 
distance  of  about  five  miles,  the  English  steamer  Araxes, 
steering  south.  As  they  approached,  the  Araxes  obeyed 
the  statutory  rule  of  the  sea,  and  ported  her  helm ;  but  the 
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1866.  Black  Prince  continued  her  course  till  within  a  short  dis^ 

Grill  tance  of  the  Araxes,  when  she  put  her  helm  hard  a-star- 

General  board.    This  was  observed  by  the  persons  who  were  on 

Iron  Screw  the  look  out  on  board  the  Aroxes.  and  her  helm  was  further 

Collier  Co. 

ported ;  but  immediately  afterwards,  a  collision  appearing 
inevitable,  her  helm  was  ported  to  the  utmost,  and  the  eb- 
gines  were  stopped.  Almost  at  the  same  instant  the  Black 
Prince  was  struck  amidships.  She  filled  and  sank  with  all 
her  goods  on  board. 

This  action  was   then  brought,  and   on  the  order  of 
WilleSf  J.,  a  commission  issued   to  her  Majesty's  vice- 
consul  at  Messina,  to  examine  and  cross-examine  upon  in- 
terrogatories and  viv^  voce,  and  re-examine  viv&  voce,  wit- 
nesses on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff.    The  Defendants  did  not 
join  in  the  commission,  but  furnished  cross-interrogatories 
to  be  put  to  those  witnesses.    One  of  the  witnesses,  how- 
ever, was  not  called.    The  commissioner  put  some  of  the 
interrogatories,  but  did  not  himself  put  the  cross-interroga- 
tories, answers  to  which  were  obtained  by  questions  put  by 
an  agent  of  the  Defendants,  one  Tagliavia.    The  receptioB 
of  the  depositions  of  those  vntnesses  was  objected  io  at 
the  trial,  but  ultimately  admitted.    They  went  chiefly  to 
show  the  delivery  of  the  goods  on  board  the  Defendants' 
ship,  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  the  signature  of  the  De- 
fendants' agent  to  the  bill  of  lading.     Although  the  crew 
of  the  Black  Prince  were  saved,  one  or  two  had  died 
before  the  action,  and  none  of  the  remainder  were  caUed 
as  witnesses.     The  learned  Judge  asked  the  jury  to  say 
whether  there  was  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  Araj:es  in  not  starboarding  her  helm  on  finding  her 
position  to  be  close  upon  the  other  vessel,  adding  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  this  case,  there  was  no  difference  between 
gross  negligence  and  ordinary  negligence;  and,  secondly, 
whether  there  was  a  want  of  reasonable  care,  skill  and 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  Araxes,  by  the  exercise  of 
which  the  collision  could  have  been  avoided. 

The  jury  found  that  there  was  no  want  of  ordinary  care 
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on  the  part  of  the  Araxes,  and  that  there  was  negligence  on        1866. 
the  part  of  the  Black  Prince,  which  caused  the  collision.        Grill 

A  verdict  was  then  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  for  1 ,220/.,  general 

leave  being  reserved  to  the  Defendants  to  move  to  enter  the  ]^^^  Screw 

°  Collier  Co. 

verdict  for  them  on  the  ground  that  the  loss  arose  from  the 
excepted  perils. 

In  Easter  Term  Edward  James  obtained  a  rule  accord- 
ingly, on  the  ground  that  the  conduct  of  those  in  charge  of 
the  Defendants'  ship  brought  the  case  within  the  exception 
of  barratry  in  the  bill  of  lading;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury 
that  the  loss  was  caused  by  perils  of  the  seas  within  the 
bill  of  lading,  and  ought  to  have  left  to  them  the  questions 
whether  the  loss  was  caused  by  gross  negligence,  and 
whether  it  might  not  have  been  avoided  by  care  on  the 
part  of  those  on  board  the  Araxes ;  and  on  the  ground 
also  of  the  misreception  of  the  depositions  taken  at  Mes- 
sina ;  or  why  the  entry  of  final  judgment  on  the  verdict 
should  not  be  stayed,  on  the  ground  that  the  matters  set 
forth  in  the  replication  to  the  3rd  plea  did  not  take  the 
case  out  of  the  protection  given  to  the  Defendants  by  the 
bill  of  lading.  He  urged  that  by  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1864,  17  &  18  VicL  c.  104,  s.  299,  the  non^bserv- 
ance  of  the  rules  laid  down  in  sects.  296, 297,  298,  is  to  be 
deemed  "wilful  default;"  and  assuming  that  the  Black 
Prince  was  in  the  wrong  in  not  porting  her  helm,  and  that 
the  damage  was  caused  thereby,  that  such  default  was 
wilful  default  within  the  statute,  and  was  an  act  of  barratry 
on  the  part  of  her  crew,  though  there  was  in  fact  no  inten- 
tion to  do  wrong :  and  he  referred  to  Beal  6;  another  v. 
The  South  Devon  Railway  Company  (a)  to  show  the  dis- 
tinction between  gross  negligence  and  ordinary  negligence. 

The  SoUcitor-General,  Hannen  and  Cohen  showed  cause. 
—  First.  The  Defendants   are  confessedly  liable,  unless 

(a)  ZE.SfC.  337. 
VOL.  I.— c.  p.  Z  Z 
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1866.       brought  within  one  or  other  of  the  exceptions.    The  acts  of 
Grill        negligence  proved  did  not  amount  to  barratry.   On  the  other 
General      ®*^®  *®  operation  of  stat.  17  &  18  VicL  c.  104,  ss.  296—299, 
Iron  Screw    ig  relied  on,  and  it  is  said  that  wilful  default  is  barratry; 
but  here  there  was  in  fact  no  mens  rea.    It  is  unreasonable 
to  suppose  that  the  legislature  intended  that  this  statute 
should  free  owners  from  their  previous  liabilities.     It  was 
passed  alio  intuitu — merely  to  regulate  nav^tion.    This 
case,  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  is  reported  as  7%6  Generd 
Iron  Screw  Company  v.  Moss,  15  Moare^s  P,  €.  C.  122; 
but  there  no  point  of  this  kind  was  taken.    [Erle^  C.  J. 
Mr.  James  says  that  if  the  negligence  was  *^  wilful  default,'* 
that  would  be  in  fraud  of  the  owners,  and  therefore  bar- 
ratry.]     In  the  Seine  (a).  Dr.  LushingUm  says,  at  p.  413 : 
'^  Dr.  Adams  has  contended,  that,  assuming  the  crossing 
over  to  the  south  side  of  the  river  was  a  violation  of  the 
297th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  the  owners  of 
the  Seine  are  not  liable,  because  the  299th  section  declares 
that '  in  case  any  damage  to  person  or  property  arises  fron 
the  non-observance  by  any  ship  of  any  of  the  said  rules, 
such  damage  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  occasioned  by 
the  wilful  default  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  deck.'  Ge^ 
tainly  this  is  a  proposition  of  transcendent  importaooe, 
because,  if  the  argument  be  right,  this  Court  has  been 
wrong  a  hundred  times."     In  that  case  The  Druid (h)  is 
cited,  and  is  distinguished.    There  the  master  acted  wil- 
fully, and  with  illegal  intention,  in  running  down  the  Scpkk, 
and  the  owners  were  held  not  responsible  for  the  act  of 
their  master,  because  it  was  illegal,  and  was  done  with  an 
illegal  intent,  and  was  not  within  the  scope  of  his  ordinary 
duty.     Barratry  is  defined  (c)  as  "  not  only  every  species 
of  fraud  and  knavery  covinously  committed  by  the  master 
with  the  intention  of  benefiting  himself  at  the  expense  of 
his  owners,  but  every  wilful  act  on  his  part  of  known  ille* 
gality,  gross  malversation  or  criminal  negligence,  by  whst- 

(rt)  Swabei/'s  Adm.  Rep.  411.         (6)  1  W,  Rolnmon'i  Adm.  Rrp-^^^' 
(c)  2  Am,  Insurance^  p.  712,  3rd  edit. 
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ever  motive  induced,  whereby  the  owners  or  the  charterers 
of  the  ship  (in  cases  where  the  latter  are  considered  owners 
pro  tempore)  are  in  fact  damnified/'     A  deviation  from  the 
voyage  insured,  through  the  ignorance  of  the  captain,  or 
any  other  motive  not   fraudulent,  though  it  avoids  the 
policy,  does  not  constitute  barratry  :  Phyn  v.  The  Royal 
Exchange  Assurance  Company  (a).      In  Earle  v.  Rovo^ 
eroft(b)f  the  master  knew  the  act  was  illegal  and  without  the 
authority  of  his  owners,  and  all  that  is  there  decided  is  that 
if  the  owners  are  injured  by  such  act  it  is  not  necessary,  in 
order  to  make  it  barratry,  that  there  should  be  an  intention 
to  defiraud  or  injure  them.    The  point  taken  was  not  sug- 
gested in  either  Tuff  v.  Warman  (c)  or  Morrison  v.  The 
Oeneral  Steam  Navigation  Company  {d).   In  the  latter  case, 
at  p.  738/the  Court  express  their  opinion  that  the  Admiralty 
regulations  had  effected  no  change  in  the  law,  but  that  per- 
sons navigating  vessels  are  bound  to  ordinary  care  just  as 
before.  Sadler  v.  Dixon  (e)  shows  that  an  act  may  be  done 
wilfully,  and  yet  not  be  barratrous.    The  other  side  must 
establish  a  default  in  a  criminal  sense.      In  2  Parson^s 
Maritime  Law,  239,  it  is  said,  ^'  If  an  unlawful  act  be  done 
without  intention,  or  through  inadvertence  or  ignorance,  it 
is  not  barratry.    The  act  must  be  wrongful  in  itself  and 
wrongly  intended."     In  Todd  v.  Ritchie{f)  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  says:  ''To  constitute  barratry,  which  is  a  crime,  the 
captain  must  be  proved  to  have  acted  against  his  better 
judgment."     The  same  Judge,  in  Earle  v.  Rowcroft  (g), 
quotes  authorities  upon  the  question  whether  deviation  may 
amount  to  barratry,  and  then  at  p.  139  says, ''  We  do  not 
feel  any  apprehension  that  simple  deviations  will  be  turned 
into  barratry,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  underwriters ;  for  un- 
less they  be  accompanied  with  fraud,  or  crime,  no  case  of 


1866. 

Grill 

V. 

General 
Iron  Screw 
Collier  Co. 


(<i)  7  r.  R.  50;>, 

(6)  8  East,  126. 

(c)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  740. 

Id)  8  Ex.  733. 


(«)  8  A/.  4  W.  895. 
(/)   1  Starkie,  240. 
{g)  8  Eatt,  126. 
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1866.       deviation  will  fall  within  the  true  definition  of  barratry,  as 

Gwi^L        above  laid  down." 
^'  Secondly.  It  is  clear  that,  where  the  bill  of  lading  excepts 

Iron  Screw  liability  for  accidents  from  perils  of  the  seas,  the  ship- 
owner is  not  exempted  from  liability  arising  from  loss  from 
collision  caused  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  master  or 
crew  :  Lloyd  v.  General  Iron  Screw  Collier  Company  (a). 
[Willes,}.  The  Exchequer,  in  that  case,  do  not  seem  to 
have  been  aware  that  that  point  had  already  been  decided 
in  Phillips  v.  Clark  (i).]  In  America  the  same  law  ob- 
tains :  J'ones  et  aU  v.  Pitcher  ^  Co,  (c). 

Thirdly.  It  is  said  that  the  question  of  gross  negligence 
was  not  left  to  the  jury ;  but  it  has  often  been  laid  down  that 
there  is  no  substantial  distinction  between  one  and  the  other. 
In  Wilson  v.  Brett  {d),  JRolfe,  B,,  says,  gross  n^ligenoe 
is  the  same  thing  as  negligence,  with  the  addition  of  a 
vituperative  epithet.     [  Willes,  J.,  referred  to  Bealy.  Souik 
Devon  Railway  Company  (e),  and  the  judgment  of  Cromp 
ton,  J.,  as  clearing  up  this  point     Erie,  C.  J.     It  was  my 
duty  not  to  make  use  of  a  term  to  which  neither  I,  nor,  as 
I  believe,  any  one  else  who  ever  used  it  could  attach  any 
distinct  and  clear  meaning.]     Though  the  term ''  gross  n^- 
ligence"  was  not  used  in  the  summing-up,  the  jury  were 
asked  whether  there  was  a  want  of  due  care  or  of  reofo*- 
able  care  on  the  part  of  the  Araxes,  by  the  exercise  of 
which  the  accident  might  have  been  avoided.     A  carrier 
would  have  been  liable  for  such  neghgence  as  this :  Wyld 
v.  Pickford  if) ;   1  Pritchards  Adm.  Dig.   147 ;  Mae- 
lachlan  on  Shipping,  458;   Worms  v.  Storey  (ff);  SiofdA 
v.  Hall(h);  Dakin  v.  Oxley(i);  The  Ida(k),  were  re- 
ferred to. 

(a)  3  H.  4^  C.  284.  (6)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  156. 

(c)  3  Stewart  if  Porter,  135,  136,  cl.  14;  1   Parwa  on  Mtriii^ 
Law,  191. 

(d)  11  Ai,  4  W.  113,  115.  (A)  4  Bing.  607. 

(0  3  fl.  ^  C.  337,  341.  (i)  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  646. 

(J)  S  M.^  W.  443.  (k)  1  iMskington,  6. 

(g)  1 1  JSx.  427. 
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Fourth.  As  to  the  improper  reception  of  the  depositions : 
the  objection  is,  that  the  written  interrogatories  sent  out 
were  not  used,  the  examination  having  been  rivk  voce.. 
But  the  other  side  appointed  an  agent  who  cross-examined ; 
they  cannoty  therefore^  having  availed  themselves  of  a  benefit 
under  them,  now  object  [  WilleSf  J.  Was  any  attempt 
made  to  quash  the  depositions  ?]  That,  it  is  apprehended, 
should  have  been  the  course  taken,  if  there  is  anything  in 
the  objection. 


1866. 
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Edward  James,  Karslake  and  Sir  George  Honyman  in 
support  of  the  rule. — This  is  an  action  arising  out  of  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  goods,  and  it  is  indisputable  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  carriers  to  limit  their  responsibility  in  the 
way  they  did  :  Carr  v.  The  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Rail- 
way Company  (a).  The  question  therefore  is,  whether  the 
loss  sustained  was  caused  by  one  of  the  excepted  perils  ? 
First,  it  was  caused  by  a  peril  of  the  seas ;  on  this  part  of 
the  case  the  real  point  is,  whether,  if  proper  care  had  been 
taken  by  the  Araxes,  even  though  the  collision  perhaps 
might  not  have  been  avoided,  the  damage  occasioned  by 
it  might  not  have  been  considerably  diminished,  and  the 
goods  saved.  If  an  action  had  been  brought  by  a  pas- 
senger on  board  the  Araxes  against  her  owners  for  injury 
done  to  him  by  the  collision,  it  would  be  a  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  there  was  any  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  Araxes:  Filliter  v.  Phippard(b\  referred  to  in  the 
notes  to  Ashhy  v.  White  (c).  The  question  here  is  merely 
one  of  the  construction  of  a  contract,  and  must  be  the 
same  as  if  the  action  had  been  upon  a  policy  of  insurance. 
In  such  a  case  there  is  no  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the 
assured  that  the  ship  shall  continue  seaworthy  during  the 
voyage,  or  the  crew  continue  to  perform  their  duty,  pro- 


(a)  7  Ex.  707.  (6)  11   Q,  B.  347. 

(c)  1  5w.,  L.  C.  (5M  ed.)  260. 
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1866.        Tided  she  be  seaworthy  and  her  crew  be  competent  when 
Grill        she  sails  on  the  voyage.     Parkey  B.,  says,  in  Dixon  ?. 
General       Sadler  (a\  ''  But  the  assured  makes  no  warrantry  to  the 
Iron  Screw    underwriters  that  the  vessel  shall  continue  seaworthy,  or 
that  the  master  or  crew  shall  do  their  duty  during  the 
voyage ;  and  their  negligence  or  misconduct  is  no  defence 
to  an  action  on  the  policy,  where  the  loss  has  been  imme- 
diately  occasioned    by  the   perils  insured   against."    In 
Smith  V.  Scott  (i),  which  was  an  action  on  a  policy  on 
a  ship,  which  was  lost  by  a  collision,  and  it  was  objected 
that  the  loss  was  not  occasioned  by  a  peril  of  the  seas,  but 
by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  colliding  ship ;  but  Heath^J^ 
says,  at  p.  127, ''  If  this  doctrine  were  to  prevail,  it  might 
go  still  further,  and  it  might  be  contended,  that  if  a  master 
conducts  his  ship  so  unskilfully  as  to  run  it  on  a  rock,  that 
is  not  a  peril  of  the  sea,  but  a  peril  of  the  unskilfulness  of 
the  master."     And  Lord  Mansfield  says,  "  I  do  not  know 
how  to  make  this  out  not  to  be  a  peril  of  the  sea.    What 
drove  the  Margaret  against  the  Helena?  the  sea.    What 
was  the  cause  that  the  crew  of  the  Margaret  did  not  pre- 
vent her  from  running  against  the  other?  their  gross  and 
culpable  negligence,  but  still  the  sea  did  the  mischief/' 
Marshall  on  Insurance,  4th  ed.  pp.  390,  391. 

The  case  of  Phillips  v.  Clark {c)  is  distinguishable;  in 
that  case  the  shipowner  was  held  not  to  be  accountable  for 
leakage  or  breakage ;  but  the  injury  complained  of  arose  in 
consequence  of  bad  stowage,  and  the  exception  as  to 
leakage  did  not  apply  to  injury  caused  by  bad  stowage^ 
which  was  the  shipowner's  own  act.  In  the  caseof  fTttt^ 
v.  The  Atlantic  Royal  Mail  Steam  Navigation  Company(i)i 
which  was  an  action  for  loss  of  luggage,  there  was  a 
clause  on  the  Plaintiff's  ticket  that ''  in  case  of  the  loss  ^ 
&c.  of  the  ship  during  the  voyage  by  any  of  the  accidents 


(tf)  5  M.  4-  W.  405,  414.  (c)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  156. 

(b)  1  Tnunt.  \26.  (d)  10  C.R,  N.S.  453. 
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of  navigatioOy  or  by  any  dangers  of  the  sea,  no  liability  of  1866. 

any  kind  is  to  attach  to  the  proprietors;"  and  the  Court  Grill 

expressly  stated  that  they  gave  no  opinion  whether  the  fact  general 

of  the  loss  being  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  cap-  i*o»  Screw 

•  Collier  Co* 

tam  prevented  the  shipowners  from  availing  themselves  of 
this  clause.  Lloyd  v.  The  General  Iron  Screw  Colliery 
Company  {a\  which  is  relied  on  by  the  DeFendantSy  was 
decided  only  on  demurrer,  and  that  admitted  that  the 
accident  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of 
the  Defendants. 

Secondly,  if  this  loss  be  not  brought  within  the  ex- 
ception as  being  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas,  it, falls 
within  the  exception  of  barratry.  The  helm  of  the 
Black  Prince  was  not  ported  as  required  by  sect  296  of 
The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104);  and 
by  sect  299,  damage  arising  from  the  non-observance  of 
that  rule  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the 
wilful  default  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  deck.  This 
point  could  not  have  been  taken  in  the  case  of  Tuff  v. 
Warman(b)f  because  that  was  an  action  against  a  pilot, 
and  the  question  could  not  arise.  There  need  not  be 
any  thing  criminal  in  barratry;  it  is  hardly  mentioned 
in  Russell  on  Crimes.  Barratry  is  defined  in  Arnould 
on  Insurance,  3rd  ed.  p.  712,  as  comprising  every  wilful 
act  of  known  illegality  by  which  the  owner  is  damni- 
fied ;  and  in  a  note  by  Mr.  Maclachlan,  it  is  stated  that 
the  tersest  and  perhaps  the  best  definition  of  barratry  is 
that  given  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  it  is  ''  an  act  of  wrong 
done  by  the  master  against  the  ship  and  goods."  In 
Wilson  v.  i2a»Atit(c),  Cochbum,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  says  at  p.  217,  '^  It  seems  clear  on 
the  authority  of  Earle  v.  Rowcroft  {d)y  that  if  the  master 
of  a  vessel,  acting  within  what  otherwise  would  be  the  ex- 


(a)  ZE.ifC.  284.  (c)  6  B.  4-  5.  208. 

(6)  2  C.  B.,  A.  5.  740.  (rf)  8  Eait,  126. 
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1866.  tent  of  his  authority,  contrayenes  some  positive  law,  and 
Grill  thereby  causes  injury  to  his  owners,  this  will  be  barratry 
Gbneral  ^Q  ^^6  master,  notwithstanding  that  the  purpose  of  the 
CollierCo  ^^S  ^^^^  was  to  benefit  the  owners ;"  and  Erie,  C.  J.,  b 
giving  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  says  at 
p.  223,  '^  If  it  were  shown  that  the  master,  by  his  act, 
though  done  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  rendered  this  an 
illegal  voyage,  it  would  still  be  a  barratrous  act  in  the 
master."  And  in  Kent,  Com.  vol.  iii.  pp.  305,  306,  it  is 
stated,  that  *'  It  makes  no  difference  in  the  reason  of  the 
thing  whether  the  injury  the  owner  suffers  be  owing  to  an 
act  of  the  master,  induced  by  motives  of  advantage  to  him- 
self, or  of  malice  to  the  owner  or  a  disregard  of  those  laws 
which  it  was  the  master's  duty  to  obey,  and  which  the 
owner  relied  upon  him  to  obey.  It  is  in  either  case  equally 
barratry."  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  distin- 
guishable, for  the  acts  complained  of  were  not  in  them- 
selves  against  the  law ;  but  in  the  present  case  there  was 
positive  violation  of  the  law,  with  damage  to  the  owner. 

Thirdly.  It  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  whether 
the  loss  was  caused  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  per- 
sons on   board   of   the  Black  Prince,  for   the  replica- 
tion averred  that  it  was  caused   by  their    gross    negli — 
gence.     [Willes,  J.      The  question,  whether  there 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Black  Prince,  was  left  to  th^ 
jury ;  and,  also,  whether  there  were  negligence  on  the  par 
of  the  Araxes ;  and  my  Lord  told  them  that  gross  an 
ordinaiy  negligence  were  the  same.]    The  jury  found  tha. 
there  was  no  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  th  * 
Araxes,  and  that  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  th- 
Black  Prince^  which  caused  the  accident.     It  is  qui 
consistent  with  these  findings  that  the  Araxes  could  ha«^  e 
lessened  the  force  of  the  collision,  and  so  saved  the  goods- .. 

Fourth.  The  last  point  is,  that  the  depositions  shoiL-ld 
not  have  been  admitted  in  evidence.  The  Defendants  &L.  id 
not  juin   in  the  commission,  but  they  exhibited  cross^ 
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interrogatories,  which  were  not  put  by  the  commissioner        ^866. 
to  the  witnesses,  and  therefore  the  evidence  was  not  pro-        Grill 
perly  taken.     Mr.  Tagliavia,  who  attended  for  the  Defend-     Genrrai. 
ants,  was  an  Italian  ship-broker,  and  did  not  know  any-    collier^Co. 
thing  about  cross-examination,  while  the  Plaintiff's  attorney 
went  out  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  was  allowed  to  examine  the 
witnesses  viv&  voce.     Mr.  Tagliatna  was  not  the  person  to 
put  the  cross-interrogatories,  which  should  properly  have 
been  put  by  the  commissioner. 

[In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  following  cases  and 
authorities  were  also  referred  to : — Heyman  v.  Parish  (a) ; 
Ataten  V.  The  Manchester^  Sheffield  ^  Lincolnshire  Rail- 
way Company  (J) ;  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany  v.  Morcille  (c) ;  Coggs  v.  Bernard  (d) ;  Hinton  v. 
Dtbbin  (e) ;  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  (/) ;  Smithes  Master  and 
Servant,  pp.  183  and  187,  citing  Huzzey  v.  Field  (gy] 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  With  respect  to  the  admission  of  the  de- 
positions, I  should  be  sorry  if  it  turned  out  that  an  objection 
of  that  description,  going  merely  to  the  irregularity  of  the 
proceedings  and  not  to  the  merits,  should  be  fatal  to  the 
trial.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  as  to 
the  proper  course  of  proceeding,  because  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  any  irregularity  has  taken  place.  The  Defendants 
complain  that  the  commission  having  been  obtained  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  examine  upon  interrogatories  witnesses  at 
Messina,  and  the  Defendants  not  joining  in  the  commis- 
sion, but  furnishing  cross-interrogatories  to  be  put  to  the 
witnesses,  one  of  them,  whose  evidence  would  have  been 
important,  was  not  called,  and  the  cross-interrogatories 
were  not  put  to  him;    that,  with  respect   to   other  wit- 

(a)  2  Camp,  149.  (0  2  Q.  B.  646. 

(6)  10  C.  B.  454.  (/)  8  C.  B.  115. 

(c)  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  319.  ig)  2  C,  M,Sf  R,  432. 
\d)  1  Smith,  L.C.,  5th  ed.  179. 
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1866.  nessesy  who  were  called^  the  interrogatories  prepared  by 
Grill  the  Defendants  were  not  exhibited;  and  that  the  cross- 
Obneral  examination  of  some  witnesses  consisted  only  in  a  aeries 
CoLLfER^Co  ^^  questions  put  by  Mr.  Tagliavia,  who  appeared  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendants.  The  nature  of  the  objeo- 
tion^  if  it  be  a  valid  one,  is  that  some  questions  were 
contained  in  the  cross-interrogatories,  which  might  have 
elicited  matter  in  the  Defendants'  fevour,  had  they  been 
put  It  has  not  been  pointed  out  what  those  questions 
were,  and  that  fact  shows  that  the  substance  of  the  cross- 
interrogatories  was  put,  and  that  the  Defendants  have 
really  suffered  no  detriment  whatever.  I  think  therefore 
that  this  objection  has  no  solid  foundation  either  on  the 
merits,  or  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  in  the  proceedings; 
and  it  seems  to  me  therefore  that  my  Lord  was  right  in 
admitting  the  depositions  in  evidence.  If  it  be  any  satis- 
faction to  the  Defendants,  I  may  say,  that,  having  read 
the  examination  by  Mr.  Tagliavia^  I  think  that  he  showed 
no  want  of  mercantile  knowledge  or  legal  acuteness* 

I  now  come  to  the  more  important  questions  in  the  case. 
The  first  of  them  which  was  reserved  is,  whether  the  loss 
which  took  place  was  a  loss  in  respect  of  which  the  De- 
fendants were  liable.     They  would  certainly  be  answerable 
but  for  the  exception  in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  question 
is,  whether  this  loss  comes  within  that  exception  as  being 
a  loss  caused  by  barratry  of  the  master  or  mariners,  or  by 
perils  of  the  seas.    And,  first,  as  to  whether  it  was  a  loss 
by  barratry.   In  order  to  decide  that  question  it  is  necessary 
that  the  Court  should  be  satisfied  that  a  barratrous  act  ap- 
pears upon  the  evidence,  and  that  that  barratrous  act  caused 
the  loss.    The  Araxes  appears  to  have  steered  her  right 
course.    There  is  no  proof  of  any  negligence  on  her  part 
She  appears  to  have  seen  the  Black  Prince  some  five  miles 
off*,  on  her  starboard  bow,  and  her  helm  was  ported,  so  as 
to  bring  the  Black  Prince  on  her  port  bow,  and  so  they 
remained  till  shortly  before  the  collision,  which  took  place 
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by  the  Araxes  ronning  into  the  Black  Prince  on  the  star*  1866. 
board  side,  about  amidships^  whereupon  the  Black  Prince  grill 
sank,  and  the  goods  on  board  her  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff     Qgii^^^i, 

were  lost.     While  the  Araxes  was  right  in  porting  her   Iron  Screw 

^      ,  Collier  Co. 

helm,  the  Black  Prince  must  at  some  time  have  star- 
boarded hers,  and  there  being  no  circumstances  to  show 
any  reason  for  a  departure  from  the  rule  that  vessels  meet- 
ing should  port  their  helms,  it  followed  that  the  Black 
Prince  was  in  fault;  but  it  did  not  follow  to  what  extent 
It  may  be  that  there  was  such  an  amount  of  negligence  as 
would  make  her  owners  liable ;  or  it  may  be  that  there 
was  such  an  amount  as  would  come  up  to  an  act  of  mis- 
feasance, or  even  to  an  act  of  malfeasance,  so  as  to  sur- 
pass negligence  altogether.  The  evidence  appears  to 
have  come  entirely  from  the  people  on  board  the  Araxes. 
There  was  no  evidence  on  the  point  whether  what  was  done 
was  done  wilfully  or  by  neglect ;  and  under  those  circum- 
stances it  could  hardly  be  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants  that  there  was  proof  of  barratry,  barratry  con- 
sisting in  some  wrong  done  in  fraud  of  the  owner.  This  is 
not  like  £arle  v.  Rowcroft  (a),  and  other  similar  cases,  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  the  master,  by  using  the  vessel  in 
smuggling  or  for  some  other  unlawful  purpose,  without  the 
owner's  leave,  though  he  intends  the  owner  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  venture,  commits  an  act  of  barratry.  Those 
cases  do  not  show  the  impropriety  of  the  definition ;  for 
no  person  has  a  right  to  imperil  the  property  of  another  in 
doing  wilfully  an  unlawful  act  without  his  leave,  though 
the  act  be  done  for  his  benefit  I  have  heard  an  intention 
of  that  kind  set  up  in  cases  of  forgery.  A  person  puts  the 
name  of  another  to  a  bill,  and  it  is  urged  for  the  prisoner 
that  he  expected  money  from  some  one,  and  was  sure  to 
have  it  in  his  pocket,  so  as  to  take  up  the  bill,  and  that  he 
intended  to  do  so ;  but  the  answer  is,  that  he  had  no  right 

(o)  8  Ea%t,  126. 
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1866.       to  put  his  good  intentions  against  the  peril  to  which  he  ez- 
Grill        posed  the  person  who  took  the  bill,  or  the  annoyance  to 
General      which  he  put  the  person  whose  nftme  he  made  use  of.    His 
Iron  Screw    good  intentions  are  perfectly  immaterial.     I  believe  that  to 
be  the  explanation  of  the  reason  why  the  master,  in  im- 
perilling the  ship  by  an  unlawflil  act  without  leave,  though 
he  intends  the  owner  to  get  the  benefit  of  it,  is  guilty  of 
barratry.     It  must  be  an  unlawful  act  wilfully  done  which 
is  the  cause  of  the  injury.    There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case 
that  the  act  was  of  such  a  character;  but  it  is  argued  that 
the  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  make  it  a  barratrous  act, 
because  by  sect.  299  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854, 
*^  in  case  any  damage  to  person  or  property  arises  from  the 
non-observance  by  any  ship  of  any  of  the  said  rules,  such 
damage  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the 
wilful  default  of  the  person  in  chaise  of  the  deck  of  such 
ship  at  the  time,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Court  that  Xhe  circumstances  of  the  case  made  a  departure 
from  the  rule  necessary  f  and  it  is  said  that  by  reason  of 
this  provision  the  helm  of  the  Black  Prince  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  wilfully  starboarded  by  the  people  on  board 
her,  and  that  the  collision  was  therefore  caused  by  a  barra- 
trous act.    After  considering  the  matter,  I  cannot  arrive  at 
that  conclusion.   The  statute  was  not  passed  with  the  view 
to  determine  cases  of  this  nature,  namely,  a  question  arising 
on  a  contract  between  the  captain  and  shipowner,  but  with 
a  difierent  intention,  for  the  regulation  of  ships,  and  io 
determine  the  rights  of  shipowners  inter  se.    On  looking  at 
the  case  of  the  Seine  (a),  it  appears  to  have  been  thought 
by  Dr.  AddamSj  who  argued  for  the  owners  of  the  Sevue^ 
that  the  expression  '^  wilful  default"  in  the  Act  might  be 
construed  to  mean  malfeasance,  being  an  act  done  by  ser- 
vants in  the  course  of  their  employment  beyond  the  scope 
of  their  instructions ;  but  it  was  held  by  Dr.  Lushingto^ 

{a)  Stoab,  Adm,  Rep,  411. 
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that  the  Act  had  no  such  intention,  and  that  the  words 
**  wilful  default*'  were  chosen  to  express  that  the  ship,  on 
board  of  which  the  blunder  was  made  of  not  porting  the 
helm  under  the  circumstances  in  which  the  rule  applied, 
was  to  be  considered  the  ship  in  fault,  and  that  unless  the 
person  in  charge  of  the  deck  could  explain  why  he  did  not 
port  his  helm,  the  owners  were  to  be  answerable  for  the  con- 
sequence, as  if  he  had  wilfully  abstained  from  doing  so. 
That  appears  to  be  strongly  confirmed  by  the  subsequent 
amending  Act,  which  may  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of 
seeing  what  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  using 
expressions  of  a  similar  nature.     In  stat.  25  &  26  Vict. 
c.  63,  I  find  that  '^  wilful  default"  is  still  referred  to,  and  in 
sects.  27,  28,  29,  provision  is  made  with  reference  to  what 
is  to  be  the  presumption  on  which  the  Court  is  to  act  in 
cases  of  collision;  and  by  sect.  29,  ''If  in  any  case  of  collision 
it  appears  to  the  Court  before  which  the  case  is  tried  that 
such  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  non-observance  of  any 
regulation  made  by  or  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  the  ship 
by  which  such    regulation   has   been   infringed  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Court  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  a 
departure  from  the  regulation  necessary."    Therefore  when 
it.  was  seen  what  difficulties  were  presented  in  the  case  of 
the  Seine  (a),  and  the  legislature  came  again  to  deal  with 
the  subject,  it  excluded  any  doubt  by  showing  that  the  ex- 
pression ''  wilful  default"  was  not  used  in  any  sense  which 
would  exclude  the  conclusion  that  the  act  was  a  negligent 
one,  for  which  the  owner  of  the  vessel  was  liable.   I  do  not 
think  that  the  statute  was  passed  with  the  view  of  altering 
the  rights  of  parties  who  have  contracted  with  one  another, 
but,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  after  hearing  the  able  arguments 
on  both  sides,  I  should  say  that  the  expression  ''  wilful  de- 
fault,*' which  is  not  a  term  of  art,  is  used  merely  to  show,  in 
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(a)  Swab.Adm,  Kcp.411. 
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1866.       the  first  place,  that  the  vessel  is  in  fault ;  and,  secondly,  that 

Grili.       the  person  who  is  in  charge  of  the  deck  is  to  be  called  on, 

General      >"  ^^V  proceeding  against  him,  to  explain  his  conduct  in  not 

CoLtiER'cr.  co°^P'y'°g  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and,  unless  he 

can  explain  why  he  did  not  comply  with  those  provisions, 

such  non-compliance  is  to  be  construed  as  wilful  defonlt: 

and  he  is  to  be  considered  punishable  as  for  a  wilful  act 

That  is  the  whole  scope  of  the  statute,  and  it  appears  to 

me  not  to  affect  the  question  before  the  Court. 

Now  comes  the  question,  the  importance  of  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  exaggerate,  if  shipowners  had  not 
the  remedy  in  their  own  hands,  by  using  more  precise  laih 
guage  to  exclude  the  consequences  for  which  they  may  be 
said  to  have  rendered  themselves  liable.    That  question  'u, 
whether,  upon  the  construction  of  the  bill  of  ladings  the 
loss  arose  by  a  peril  of  the  seas.    I  do  not  purpose  to  say 
much  on  this  point,  because  I  think  that  it  has  been  already 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Lloyd  v.  7^  Oene" 
ral  Iron  Screw  Collier  Company  (a),  in  a  similar  action  \o 
this,  arising  out  of  the  same  collision.  But  as  reference  has 
been  made  to  the  case  of  insurance,  as  if  that  point  was  ooe 
not  sufficiently  considered  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  I 
will  say  a  few  words  upon  it.    As  to  a  policy  of  insurance, 
it  must  be  remembered  that,  being  a  positive  contract  \xi 
insure  against  certain  specified  perils  described  in  it,  it  is 
only  necessary  to  see  whether  the  perils,  in  respect  of  wbich 
the  assured  seeks  to  recover,  fall  within  the  description  in 
the  policy,  without  reference  to  the  question  whether  the 
contract  would  be  rendered  null  by  such  a  construction.   I 
should  observe  also  that  the  general  term  at  the  end  of  the 
specified  perils  in  a  policy,  "all  other  perils"  which  may 
happen  to  the  ship  during  the  voyage,  clearly  shows  that, 
although  the  perils  to  which  the  ship  has  been  exposed  may 
have  been  brought  about  by  circumstances  not  actually 

(a)  3  fl.  Sf  C.  284. 
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coining  within  the  description  of  perils,  yet  if  a  loss  happen  1866. 
by  the  perils  specified,  the  previous  circumstances  are  geill 
rejected  as  immaterial.  Therefore  you  make  no  question  general 
whether  the  loss  happened  by  perils  of  the  sea,  plus  the  lRo»  Screw 
negligence  of  ^.  B. ;  perils  of  the  sea,  to  which  the  vessel 
might  have  been  exposed  by  the  misconduct  of  C  2).  or 
something  else.  With  regard  to  actions  on  bills  of  lading, 
they  stand  on  a  different  footing.  The  contract  entered  into 
under  them  may  be  represented  to  be  a  contract  to  carry 
with  reasonable  care,  unless  prevented  by  certain  excepted 
perils ;  and  therefore,  when  it  is  proved  that  the  damage  was 
caused  by  one  of  the  perils  excepted,  but  it  is  also  proved 
that  the  goods  have  not  been  carried  with  reasonable 
care,  by  reason  of  which  the  goods  were  exposed  to  the 
peril,  portions  of  the  contract  at  first  appear  to  conflict. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  promises  reason- 
able care  and  skill  on  the  part  of  his  master  and  mariners ; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  he  is  not  to  be  answerable  if  loss 
occur  by  perils  of  the  sea.  But  these  portions  of  the  con- 
tract may  be  reconciled  by  saying  that,  if  the  loss  occur 
by  perils  of  the  sea,  brought  into  action  by  the  want  of 
reasonable  care  and  skill  on  the  part  of  the  master  and 
mariners,  there  is  a  breach  of  the  contract,  because  there 
is  no  prevention  of  carrying  with  reasonable  care,  by  the 
excepted  perils,  and  the  contract  was  broken  before  the 
perils  operated.  The  case  of  Lloyd  v.  The  General  Iron 
Screw  Collier  Company  (a),  in  the  Exchequer,  decides  that 
point,  and  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  consider  the 
matter,  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Clark  (b),  in  this  Court, 
seems  to  be  to  the  same  effect.  The  only  other  remark  I  wish 
"to  make  on  this  part  of  the  case  is,  that  the  same  question 
arose  at  the  trial  of  the  issues  as  was  raised  on  the  replica- 
tion, on  which  the  Court  of  Exchequer  pronounced  judg- 
Bient,  with  one  exception,  which  depends  on  the  use  of  the 
word  "  gross"  in  the  replication  ;  for  my  Lord  laid  it  down 

(a)  3  H.  Sf  C.  284.  (6)  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.  1 .56, 
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at  the  trial  that,  as  far  as  regarded  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  gross  and  ordinary  negligence  were  in  effect  the 
same.  I  have  not  been  able  to  see  that  the  Defendants  hsTe 
been  injured  by  the  word  ^' gross"  not  being  used,  perhaps 
owing  to  a  want  of  apprehension  on  my  part,  or  perhaps 
owing  to  the  total  absence  of  any  attempt  to  show  what  the 
injury  is.    What  is  the  meaning  of  it  ?   I  agree  with  the  dic- 
tum of  Lord  Cranworth,  in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Brett  (a), 
in  which  case  he  says,  at  p.  1 15,  that  he  ''  could  see  no 
difference  between  negligence  and  gross  negligence — ^tbat  it 
was  the  same  thing,  with  the  addition  of  a  vituperatiTe 
epithet."     The  law  was  laid  down  to  that  effect  in  Wyld  y. 
Pickford (b) ;  and  we  must  treat  it  as  the  law,  when  we 
consider  under   what  circumstances  that  judgment  wai 
upheld,  and  the  law  laid  down  there  recognized  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the  judgment  of  the  late  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Crompton  in  Beal  v.  The  South  Devon  Railway  Com' 
pang  (c).    The  confusion  appears  to  have  arisen  from  the 
word  *'  negh'gence,"  which  is  a  negative  word,  being  used  as 
an  affirmative  word.     It  is  the  absence  of  such  care,  skill 
and  diligence  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  to  bring 
to  the  performance  of  the  work,  which  he  is  said  not  to 
have  performed.    Then  what  is  the  amount  of  care,  skill 
and  diligence  which  a  man  ought  to  bring.     In  the  case 
of  a  gratuitous  bailment  of  a  horse,  it  is  said   that  if 
you  allow  a  man  of  no  skill  to  ride  your  horse,  he  is 
bound  to  use  such  skill  as  he  possesses,  and  he  is  only 
liable  for  gross  negligence  in  that  sense.      But  if  yoa 
employ  a  groom  or  a  person  who  professes  skill  to  ride 
your    horse,    he  is   answerable,   unless    he   has  skill  in 
riding.    Therefore  the  word  "  gross"  is  used  as  a  word  of 
description,  not  of  definition.     Probably  as  our  Courts 
have  to  separate  law  from  fact,  and  to  leave  the  question  of 
fact  to  the  jury,  we  could  not  approach  nearer  to  a  prac- 
tical definition  of  ''gross  negligence"  than  such  negli- 

(a)  11  M.  ^  IT.  113.  (6)  8  JH.  ^  IT.  443. 

(0  3  If .  tj  C.  337. 
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gence  as  is  actionable — the  want  of  such  care,  skill  and 
diligence  as  was  reasonable  under  the  circumstances. 
When  dealing  with  a  bailee  for  hire,  as  to  any  act  of 
omission  on  his  part  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
the  want  of  due  care,  skill  and  diligence,  if  there  be  any,  is 
necessarily  gross  negligence.  I  think  that  it  only  tends  to 
mislead  a  jury  if  the  Judge  uses  the  word  ''gross,"  instead 
of  using,  as  my  Lord  appears  to  have  done,  the  words 
''  want  of  due  care,  skill  and  diligence  "  in  navigating  the 
vessel.     I  apprehend  that  that  summing-up  was  correct. 

There  is  only  one  other  point  remaining,  and  that  is  a 
point  which  I  must  own  I  could  not  comprehend  for  some 
time,  but  I  now  think  that  I  clearly  understand  it;  it  is 
this, — that,  this  not  being  an  action  by  the  owners  of  the 
Araxes  against  the  owners  of  the  Black  Prince,  but  by  the 
owner  of  goods  on  board  the  Black  Prince  against  her 
owners,  the  Plaintiff  must  show  that  the  damage  happened 
to  his  goods,  not  by  perils  of  the  sea,  but  by  the  negligence 
of  the  crew ;  and  that  he  does  not  sustain  that  issue,  which 
rests  upon  him,  by  showing  merely  that  the  collision  be- 
tween the  vesseb  occurred  by  the  negligence  of  the  crew 
of  the  Black  Prince,  but  he  must  also  show  that  the 
collision  and  other  circumstances  up  to  the  time  of  the 
sinking,  by  which  the  goods  were  lost,  were  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  the  crew  of  the  Black  Prince,  and 
without  any  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
Araxes.  And  the  argument  went  still  further,  for  it  was 
contended  that,  if  the  Araxes  could  have  stopped,  so  as  to 
strike  the  Black  Prince  less  violently,  though  she  was  not 
bound  to  do  so,  that  particular  phase  of  the  collision,  by 
which  the  goods  were  lost,  might  perhaps  not  have  arrived, 
and  therefore  non  constabat  but  that  that  phase  of  the  col- 
lision was  one  which  was  brought  about  entirely  by  the  ne- 
gligence of  the  captain  of  the  Araxes ;  because  he  did  not 
order  the  engineer  to  back  at  a  point  at  which  the  collision 
might  indeed  have  occurred,  but  at  which  the  loss  of  the 
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1866.       goods  would  have  been  prevented.   It  seems  to  me  that  the 
Grill        point  comes  to  this, — given  that  there  was  negligence  on 
General     the  part  of  the  persons  on  board  of  the  Black  Prince,  and 
CoLLiER^Co.  ^'^^  given  that,  if  there  had  not  been  negligence  on  their 
party  the  goods  of  the  Plaintiff  would  not  have  been  lost, 
the  Defendants  seek  to  divide  the  collision,  and  to  say  that, 
although  what  took  place  was  in  one  sense  caused  by  tbrir 
negligence,    yet    there   were  other  circumstances  whidi 
might  have  intervened,  and  which,  if  they  had  intervened, 
would  have  prevented  the  loss  accruing.    That  means  either 
that  the  Araxes  was  negligent  or  that  she  was  not.    If  it 
means  that  she  was  negligent,  I  should  like  it  to  be  shown 
to  me  in  what  respect  she  was  negligent     It  is  admitted 
that  she  was  not  so  in  respect  of  the  collision.    There  is  oo 
evidence  of  any  wrong  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  of  the 
Araxes.     If  the  Araxes  hnd  backed  and  slowed,  the  Bladi 
Prince  might  have  done  her  more  damage  than  was  done, 
by  striking  her  in  another  direction ;  that  is  a  matter  of 
common  sense ;  if,  as  a  matter  of  seamanship,  the  Arazei 
should  have  backed  and  slowed,  a  seaman  would  have  beeo 
called  to  say  so.     If  she  were  not  wrong  in  not  backing,  the 
fact  of  her  not  doing  something,  which  she  was  not  wrong 
in  omitting  to  do,  cannot  diminish  the  damages  to  be  paid 
by  the  Defendants  on  account  of  their  wrongful  act 

This  brings  me  to  a  point  on  which  there  seems  no  doabt, 
and  on  which  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Oarratt{a)  seems 
in  point,  that,  if  a  man  do  a  wrongful  act  which  caoses 
damage  as  an  ordinary  consequence,  he  cannot  get  rid  of 
his  liability  by  showing  that,  if  the  other  party  had  done 
such  and  such  a  thing,  the  injury  might  not  have  happened. 
He  must  show  at  least  that  it  would  not  have  happened. 
If  this  question  arose  here,  my  opinion  would  be  unfevoor- 
'  able  to  the  Defendants ;  but  on  the  summing-up  of  my 

Lord,  the  question  does  not  arise. 

(a)  6  Bing.  716. 
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Smith,  J.  1  am  of  the  same  opiDion.  [Hb  Lordship  186& 
staled  the  lacta.]  It  h  cooteodedy  oq  the  part  of  the  Gkiu. 
DefendantB^  that  the  starboarding  her  helm  by  the  Bladi  os^BitAL 
jPriaee  was  io  oootraventioD  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  i^^"  ^^^ 
Merdiaiit  Shipping  Act,  and  theretoie  amounted  to  barratry 
on  the  part  of  the  master.  I  think  that  sect  299  of  the 
Merdiant  Shippii^  Act,  and  the  evidence,  fail  to  establish 
sodi  a  case.  It  is  consbtent  with  the  facts  before  us  that 
the  people  on  the  deck  of  the  Black  PrtMce  may  have  been 
asleep ;  and  though  the  act  of  going  to  sleep  may  in  some 
cases  be  wilful,  yet,  if  an  accident  happened  by  reason 
of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  deck  being  asleep,  it  would 
be  a  strange  thing  to  say  that  the  going  to  sleep  constitutes 
barratry,  within  any  definition  of  the  term  hitherto  given. 
Suppose  the  master  and  crew  got  drunk,  which  is  a  more 
wilful  thing  than  falling  adeep,  and  an  accident  were  caused 
by  their  carelessness,  it  could  not  be  contended  but  for 
the  statutable  effect,  which  is  given  in  some  cases  to  the 
wUful  contravention  of  the  Act,  that  there  was  barratry, 
so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  exception  in  the  bill  of 
lading.  I  agree  that  the  words  in  the  Act  do  not  have 
that  effect.  It  is  clearly  not  the  object  of  the  Act,  as  my 
Brother  WiUes  has  pointed  out,  to  alter  the  effect  of  con- 
tracts made  between  shipowners  and  merchants,  and 
release  the  shipowner  from  the  consequences  of  the  acts 
of  his  crew  to  the  injury  of  the  merchant 

With  regard  to  that  part  of  the  rule  which  relates  to  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  first  ground  is,  that  my  Lord 
should  have  directed  the  jury  that  the  loss  was  caused  by 
a  peril  of  the  seas  within  the  exception  in  the  bill  of  lading* 
That  raises  much  the  same  question  as  arises  on  the  repli- 
cation ;  but  it  is  said  that  it  arises  on  the  facts,  and  I  take 
it  that  that  means  that  my  Lord  should  have  told  the  jury 
that,  although  the  foundering  of  the  ship  was  immediately 
caused  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  yet  the  negligence  of  the 
crew,  which  was  the  causa  causans  of  that,  had  no  effect 
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1866*       on  the  perils.     If  my  Lord  had  so  directed  the  jury,  his 

Grill       direction  would  have  been  in  opposition  to  the  case  of 

General      Lhyd  v.  TTie  General  Iron  Screw  Company  {a)  in  the 

Col'^ibrC^    Court  of  Exchequer;  I  think  that  my  Lord,  sitting  at  nid 

priusy  was  bound  by  that  decision,  which  arose  out  of  the 

same  circumstances  as  here,  though  not  on  the  pleadinga 

I  do  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  point,  but  I  think  that 

we  are  bound  by  that  decision. 

The  next  ground  of  the  rule  is,  that  my  Lord  should 
have  left  to  the  jury  the  question,  whether  there  were  gron 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  crew ;  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  as  to  that  point  he  put  the  case  to  them  with . 
perfect  propriety.     It  has  not  been  suggested  in  what  other 
way  he  could  have  put  it  to  them,  unless  he  had  used  the 
word  gross ;  it  was  not  necessary  to  put  that  word  itielf, 
and  there  can  have  been   no  misdirection  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  there  is  some  definition  of  grass  which  is 
different  from  that  put  by  my  Lord  to  the  jury.    The  term 
'^  gross  negligence  "  is  certainly  to  be  found  in  some  of  the 
cases,  but  it  is  only  one  way  of  expressing  that  a  less  degree 
of  care  is  required  in  some  cases  than  in  others,  and  it  is 
more  scientific  to  define  the  degrees  of  care  required  than 
degrees  of  negligence.     I  think  that  in  this  case  it  was 
unnecessary   to  draw  any  distinction.     The  question  is 
whether  there   were   a  want  of   proper   care,  skill  and 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  and  crew ;  if  there  were 
not,  the  loss  would  be  occasioned  solely  by  the  perils  of  the 
seas. 

The  other  point  of  misdirection  complained  of  is,  that 
my  Lord  should  have  asked  the  jury  whether,  although  the 
collision  was  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  Black  Prinotf  the 
foundering  of  her  and  the  consequent  loss  of  the  PlaiDtiff** 
goods  was  not  caused  by  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  those 
on  board  of  the  Araxes.  As  I  understand  the  argument^ 
it  is  that,  though  the  collision  took  place  in  consequence  of 

(a)  S  H.^  C.  284. 
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the  negligence  of  the  people  on  board  of  the  Black  Prince,        1866. 
yet  the  foundering  was  not  an  inevitable  consequence  of       grill 
the  collision,  and  might  have  been  avoided  if  those  on      ^    '* 
board  of  the  Araxes  had   done  something  which  they    Iron  Screw 
ought  to  have  done.    Such  an  argument  might  be  used  if 
there  were  facts  in  the  case  to  justify  it;  but  there  were  no 
such  fiicts  here  as  would  have  justified  my  Lord  in  leaving 
the  question  to  the  jury;  there  was  no  evidence  of  want 
of  care  on  the  part  of  the  Araxes,  and  the  suggestion  of  the 
learned  counsel  that  something  might  have  been  done  on 
her  part  which  would   have  prevented  the  collision,  or 
^  diminished  the  consequences  of  it,  is  a  pure  speculation 
on  his  part.    I  think  that  there  was  no  misdirection.   There 
is  no  other  point,  except  as  to  the  replication,  and  that  is 
much  the  same  point  as  arose  on  the  first  ground  of  the 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  upon  which  I  feel  concluded  by  the 
case  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (a). 

There  is  certainly  one  other  objection,  which  is,  that  the 
depositions  should  not  have  been  received  in  evidence,  but 
they  could  not  be  rejected  unless  they  were  taken  without 
authority ;  and  it  was  hardly  contended  that  they  were  so 
taken,  and  it  seems  clear  to  me  that  they  were  not  taken 
without  authority.  If  there  were  any  irregularity  in  the 
mode  of  taking  them,  application  should  have  been  made 
to  the  Court  to  suppress  them,  instead  of  taking  objection 
to  their  being  admitted  at  the  trial.  On  all  these  grounds 
therefore  I  think  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  have  nothing  to  add,  except  that  my 
Brother  Keating  authorized  me  to  say  that  he  concurred 
in  the  judgment  of  my  Brothers  Willes  and  Smith. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  Utnfd  V.  The  General  Iron  Screw  Collier  Company,  3  U,^  C.  284. 


678  THINITT  TERM. 

1866. 


^:f?''  Thorp  v.  Facey  and  Another. 


June  7* 


EjecimefU.  The  Plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  ponenion  of  • 

Mortgagee  and  house,  was  representative  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  house,  which,  with 

mortgagor,  some  other  premises,  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  father  of  the  Defeod- 

Statute  o/Limi'  ant  in  18S6.     A  judgment  by  default  in  ejectment  was  obtained  by  the 

tations  (3  &  4  mortgagee  in  1847,  when  possession  of  all  the  mortgaged  pemiiOk 

IFt//.4,  C.27).  except  the  house,  was  given  up  to  him,  the  mortgagor  and  his  repre- 

sentatives retaining  possession  of  the  house  till  the  present  actioo*  Ns 
writ  of  possession  was  execu^d ;  and  there  had  been  no  payment  of 
rent  and  no  entry  within  twenty  years.  Held,  that  there  was  no  efi« 
dence  of  possession  of  the  house  by  the  mortgagee  in  1847t  or  of  the 
creation  of  a  new  tenancy  under  him  in  that  year,  and  that  dierefbn 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  8  ft  4  ffilL  4,  c.  27,  ts,  7  and  10,  was  aber 
to  the  action.     Locke  v.  Matthewt,  IB  C  fi.,  AT.  &  758,  distinguished. 

npHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  a  dwelling- 
house  in  the  city  of  Exeter;  and  was  tried  before 
By  Us,  J.,  at  Exeter,  in  the  Spring  Assizes,  1866,  when  the 
following  facts  appeared  in  evidence : — 

The  Plaintiff  was  the  representative  of  one  Henry  Harp, 
who  died  in  1857,  having  devised  his  property  to  her. 

Huffh  Facey,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated 
January  4th  and  6th,  1836,  mortgaged  certain  freehold 
premises,  including  the  house  claimed,  to  Henry  Thorp* 
In  1847,  Henry  Thorp  obtained  a  judgment  by  defi&olt 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  under  the  old  law  against  Bttg^ 
Facey,  who  thereupon  gave  up  to  him  possession  of  all  the 
premises,  except  the  house,  in  which  Hiigh  Facey  resided 
till  his  death,  and,  after  that,  his  son  Charles  Facey,  the 
Defendant,  or  tenants  of  his,  resided  in  it  till  action  brought 
No  writ  of  possession  was  executed. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendants,  with  leave  re- 
served to  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  adduced  by  her  was  sufficient  to 
make  out  her  case. 
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KarskJuj  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly.         1866. 

No  one  appeared  now  to  show  cause,  and  the  Court  called  Thorp 
Lopes,  who  now  appeared  for  the  Plaintiff,  to  support  the  facet. 
rule. — The  property  comprised  in  the  deed  having  been 
shown  to  have  been  in  the  mortgagee  in  1847,  there  was 
evidence  of  a  determination  of  the  tenancy  at  will  pre- 
viously'ezisting  between  him  and  the  mortgagor,  and  there- 
fore the  Statute  of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  did 
not  begin  to  run  till  then.  [Byles,  J.  Must  you  not  show 
that  he  has  been  in  possession  within  twenty  years,  or 
that  he  has  received  profits  or  rent  within  that  time?] 
In  Lochs  V.  Matthews  (a\  A.  had  enclosed  some  waste 
land  and  built  a  cottage  upon  it,  and  had  been  in  posses- 
sion for  a  few  years  without  interruption  and  without  pay- 
ment of  rent ;  and  the  owner  of  the  fee  served  him  with  a 
declaration  in  ejectment  for  the  whole  of  the  premises,  and 
possession  of  part  was  given  up,  the  owner  consenting  that 
A.  and  his  wife  should  retain  possession  of  the  rest  for 
their  respective  lives.  After  their  deaths,  which  took  place 
abont  thirty  years  after  the  inclosure,  and  about  fifteen  years 
after  the  service  of  the  declaration  in  ejectment,  the  owner 
of  the  fee  took  possession  of  the  land,  and  ejectment  being 
brought  against  him,  it  was  held  that  what  took  place 
when  the  part  of  the  premises  was  given  up,  amounted 
to  an  actual  entry,  determined  the  original  tenancy  at 
will,  and  created  a  new  one,  and  that  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  b^an  to  run  from  that  time.  Willes^  J.,  says, 
at  p.  765^  ''The  question  is,  whether,  in  applying  the  7th 
section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27  to  this  state  of  things, 
we  are  to  consider  the  original  tenancy  at  will  as  being 
still  in  existence.  Now  it  is  perfectly  elementary,  that  an 
entry  upon  any  part  of  the  land  puts  an  end  to  the  tenancy 
at  will :  and  the  reason  is  obvious,  because  the  tenancy  is 
of  the  whole,  and  the  tenancy  cannot  therefore  be  deter- 

(fl)  13  C.  B.,  N.  5.  753. 
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1866.       mined  as  to  part  without  determining  it  as  to  the  whole." 
TuoRp       And  Erie,  C.  J.,  says,  at  p.  763,  after  reading  sect  10, 
Facet.       ''  This,  as  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  observe  in  HandaU 
V.  Stevens  (a),  '  evidently  applies  to  a  mere  entry,  as  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  fine,  which  may  be  made  by 
stepping  on  any  corner  of  the  land  in  the  night  time,  and 
pronouncing  a  few  words,  without  any  attempt,  or  intenUoo, 
or  wish  to  take  possession.'     '  In  the  present  case,'  they 
go  on  to  say,  *  possession  was  actually  taken  by  the  over- 
seers animo  possidendis  and  whether  possession  was  re- 
tained by  them  an  hour  or  a  week  must  for  this  purpose 
be  immaterial.    They  were  lawfully  in  of  their  fee-simple 
title ;  and  by  nothing  that  had  previously  happened  conU 
their  right  in  respect  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  be  at  all 
prejudiced.'    That  explains,  &c."    There  must  be  an  entiy 
on  the  premises,  but  an  entry  on  part  is  an  entry  on  tbe 
whole,  and  the  entry  here  on  part  put  an  end  to  the  tenancj 
at  will.     When  a  mortgagor  continues  in  possession  of  the 
premises  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee,  he  is  tenant  at 
will  of  the  mortgagee.    The  mortgagee's  resumption  of 
possession  in  1847  terminated  the  tenancy  at  will ;  Xeed 
v.  Hall{b);  and,  under  sect.  7  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
he  had  twenty-one  years  from  that  time  to  bring  his  action 
in.     [Byles,  J.,  referred  to  Doe  dem.  Jones  v.  WtUittm{c)f 
and  the  judgment  of  Littledale,  J.,  at  p.  296.] 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  by  a  mort- 
gagee against  a  mortgagor  for  the  premises  included  in  ^ 
mortgage  deed  made  in  1836.  There  has  been  no  \^y 
ment  of  rent  and  no  entry  within  twenty  years,  but  eject- 
ment is  now  brought.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  oi 
the  Plaintiff  that  where  parties  stand  in  the  relation  of 

{u)  2  £.&B.  6*1. 

(&)  1  DougL  21,  and  I  Sm.  L.  C.  (6th  ed.)  523. 

(c)  5  A.  ^  E.  291. 
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mortgagor  in  possession  and  mortgagee,  a  tenancy  at  will  1866. 
is  created ;  if  Mr.  /.ope^  could  have  made  that  position  Thorp 
good,  the  Ptaintiff  might  perhaps  recover,  for,  in  1847  Facet. 
part  of  the  land  was  taken,  and  if  there  were  a  tenancy  at 
will  and  entry  on  part  of  the  premises,  that  might  perhaps 
be  the  commencement  of  a  new  tenancy  at  will  of  the  re- 
maining  portion,  as  in  the  case  of  Locke  v.  Matthews  (a), 
where  there  was  an  entry  on  part  of  the  premises ;  but  in 
this  case  there  is  nothing  like  the  agreement  which  there 
was  in  that  case.  All  that  is  before  us  is,  that  in  1847 
the  Plaintiff  entered  on  part  of  the  premises,  and  the  mort- 
gagor remained  in  possession  of  part  of  them.  The  relation 
of  mortgagee  and  mortgagor  does  not  create  a  tenancy  at 
will,  as  appears  by  the  learned  note  in  Smith's  Leading 
Cases  to  Keech  v.  HaU{b),  which  exhausts  all  the  authori- 
ties on  the  subject. 

WiLLBS,  J.  1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Act  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  27,  decides  this  point,  for  in  sect.  7,  which  en- 
acts, ''when  any  person  shall  be  in  possession  or  in  receipt  of 
the  profits  of  any  land,  as  tenant  at  will,  the  right  of  the 
person  entitled  subject  thereto  to  make  an  entry,  or  bring 
an  action  to  recover  such  land,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
first  accrued  either  at  the  determination  of  such  tenancy, 
or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after  the  commence- 
ment of  such  tenancy,"  there  is  a  proviso  that  no  mort- 
gagor shall  be  deemed  to  be  tenant  at  will  to  his  mortgagee ; 
and  sect  10  expressly  provides  that  no  mere  entry  shall  be 
deemed  possession,  so  as  to  prevent  the  statute  running 
when  once  it  has  begun  to  run.  Now,  supposing  that  this 
case  would  be  similar  to  the  case  of  an  entry  on  a  tenant 
at  will,  or  by  a  landlord  for  a  forfeiture,  and  as  in  the  cases 

(a)  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.  753. 

(6)  1  Sm.  L.  C,  (6th  ed.),  523,  526. 
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1866.       mentioned  in  Co.  Litt,  16  a  and  by  262  b^  an  entry  on 
Thorp       part  is  an  entry  on  the  whole,  yet,  by  the  statute,  this  does 

Facet.  ^^^  ^PP^Y  ^  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^  ^  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  statute  running,  except  there  have  been  pos- 
session or  receipt  of  profits  of  the  land,  or  receipt  of  rent 
within  twenty  years,  unless  there  be  some  special  reason 
for  the  mortgagor  having  possession,  such  as  that  he  is  to 
occupy  until  default  of  payment.  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  the  ordinary  case,  and  that  therefore  the  possession  or 
receipt  of  rent  or  profits  must  have  been  within  twenty 
years  to  entitle  the  Plaintifi*  to  succeed.  I  think  that  the 
case  of  Locke  v.  Matthews  (a)  was  rightly  decided  on  the 
facts,  because  in  that  case  there  was  evidence  of  a  tenancy 
at  will  of  a  house  and  land,  and  of  an  agreement  that  the 
tenant  should  retain  part  and  give  up  the  residue,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  time  was  to  run  firom  the  year 
of  the  tenancy  of  the  whole  or  of  the  part,  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  was  right  to  hold  that  there  was  a  new  tenancy, 
and  that  the  statute  made  a  new  period  of  prescription,  as 
the  Court  held;  but  that  case  is  wholly  inapplicable  to 
this  one.  As  to  the  declaration  in  ejectment,  it  may  be  an 
entry,  but  it  can  only  amount  to  that,  and  under  sect.  10  a 
mere  entry  is  not  sufficient ;  a  judgment  does  not  give  pos- 
session unless  it  be  executed.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
that  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  statute  running. 

Bylbs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  mortgagee 
here  was  not  in  possession.  The  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  27,  says  that  entry  is  not  possession.  The  Plaintiff 
was  not  in  possession  within  twenty  years  of  action  brought; 
nor  was  he  in  receipt  of  the  profits  or  rent  of  the  land  within 
twenty  years,  and  therefore  the  statute  precludes  him  from 
recovering. 

(a)  13  C.  B.,  N.  5.  753. 
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Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Lopei  well  _ 
put  everything  which  could  be  said  in  support  of  this  rule.  Thorp 
The  land  was  mortgaged  in  1836  for  the  purpose  of  secur-  facet. 
ing  a  debt,  and  the  mortgagor  remained  in  possession,  but 
not  as  tenant  to  the  mortgagee.  In  1847,  tlie  mortgagee 
obtained  a  judgment  in  ejectment  by  default,  and  he  got 
possession  of  one  portion  of  the  land.  The  land  so  taken 
may  have  been  taken  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  the 
residue  may  have  been  left  in  the  mortgagor's  power.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  right  of  action  under  the  mortgage 
deed  accrued  more  than  twenty  years  ago ;  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  Defendant  has  a  good  answer  to  this  action. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  Reported  by  K.  H.  B,  Martham,  Esq. 
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24  4'  25  rtci. 
e.  134,  «.  123. 
Creditoni'  om- 
aignee. 

CemficaU  rf 
appointment. 


Kelly  v.  Morray. 

The  certificate  of  appointment  of  a  creditors'  assigrnee,  under  ttaL  24  & 
Fict.  c.  134,  «.  123,  is  a  record  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  condu. 
sive  evidence  of  the  appointment;  and  may  be  used  as  such  in  ai 
action  by  the  assignee,  though  it  were  signed  and  sealed  after  sucT 
action  was  commenced. 


rpHIS  case  was  tried  before  BramweU,  B.,  at  Chester, 
the  Spring  Assizes. 
The  action,  which  was  in  trover,  was  commenced  c=dd 
February  13th,  1866,  and  was  brought  by  the  Plaint~  iff 
as  creditors'  assignee  of  one  Thomason  for  the  convc  ^r- 
sion  of  certain  goods,  which  had  been  seized  by  *"  — >*^ 
Defendant  under  a  bill  of  sale  executed  by  Thomason.  i  _iie 
Defendant,  among  other  pleas,  traversed  the  title  of 


the 
m 

a 

as 


the 


PlaintiflF  as  assignee.      The  bill   of  sale  was  execut ted 

November  27th,  1865,  and  a  sale  advertised  shortly 
wards.      After   that  advertisement  and  previous  to 
sale,  notice  of  a  trader  debtor  summons  sued  out 
a  creditor  was  served  on  the  Defendant,  notwithstam 
which  the  sale  took  place  on  December  9th,  which 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  return  of  the  summons. 

The  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  was  announced  in 
London  Gazette  on  December  22nd. 

At  the  trial  the  Plaintiff  put  in  a  copy  of  a  certificate 
dated  January  9th,  1866,  which  certified,  that  the  Fhivtiff 
was  duly  chosen  creditors'  assignee  on  January  6th,  186^^ 
and  that,  after  he  had  consented  to  act,  his  appointment  bad 
been  approved  by  the  commissioner.    The  certificate  was 
signed  by  the  registrar,  acting  for  the  commissioner,  aod 
bore  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.     On  the  part  of 
the  Defendant  evidence  was  given  that  this  certificate  was 
not  signed  or  sealed  till  some  time  after  action  brougbt; 


MORRAT. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  685 

and  it  was  contended  on  his  behalf,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  1866. 
in  consequence  not  entitled  to  maintain  this  action,  though  kbllt 
be  was  chosen,  and  by  parol  appointed  by  the  commissioner, 
assignee  before  action  brought. 

A  yerdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  leave  re- 
served to  the  Defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  duly  appointed  assignee 
at  the  time  the  action  was  brought,  inasmuch  as  his  ap- 
pointment was  not  under  the  hand  of  the  commissioner  or 
the  seal  of  the  Court. 

JtPIntyre,  in  Easter  Term  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 
citing  Ex  parte  Nash  (a). 

Oiffard  and  Horatio  Lloyd  showed  cause.  —  The 
question  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  123rd  section 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  24  &  25  Vict  c.  134,  which 
is,  ''When  the  election  of  an  assignee  shall  have  been 
accepted  by  the  person  elected  and  confirmed  by  the  Court, 
the  Court  shall,  by  certificate  under  the  hand  of  the  com- 
missioner and  the  seal  of  the  Court  (to  be  called  the 
certificate  of  appointment),  declare  such  creditors*  as- 
signee to  have  been  duly  elected,  and  appoint  him  to  the 
said  office  accordingly.  Such  appointment  shall  be  final, 
and  shall  not  be  subject  to  review  or  appeal,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided."  There  was  here  the  proper  choice 
of  the  assignee  by  the  creditors  and  the  proper  approval 
by  the  commissioner.  The  appointment  is  the  choice  of 
the  creditors  ratified  by  the  commissioner,  and  the  certifi- 
cate is  only  evidence  of  the  appointment.  The  date  of  the 
appointment  is  the  day  when  it  is  confirmed  by  the  Court, 
not  the  day  when  the  certificate  is  drawn  up ;  as  the  date 
of  an  order  in  bankruptcy  is  the  day  when  it  was  made, 
not  that  on  which  it  was  drawn  up :  JSx  parte  The  Dvdley 

(fl)  1  Deo.  if  Ca/445. 
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1866.       and  West  Bromwich  Banking  Company,  in  re  Hopkins  (a). 
Kelly        ^^  actions  by  executors,  the  executor  need  not  obtain  pro- 
MoRRAT.      ^^^^  ^'"  ^^^^  action  brought.    IByleSy  J.    A  magistrate's 
order  need  not  be,  and  seldom  is,  drawn  up  till  after  notice 
of  appeal.]   The  case  of  Ex  parte  Nask  (b),  which  is  relied 
on  by  the  other  side,  does  not  apply,  as  the  facts  were 
different,  and  the  decision  was  on  a  different  point :  for  Sir 
J.  Cross  says  in  his  judgment  at  p.  452,  *'  I  think  the  dura- 
tion of  the  meeting  and  the  election  of  the  assignees  was 
in  the  breast  of  the  commissioner  during  the  meeting.   Just 
in  the  same  way  as  a  record  is  under  the  control  of  a  Court 
of  Common  Law  during  the  whole  of  the  term  in  which  it 
is  entered.'*    The  Act  is  only  directory,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  assignee  is  valid  without  the  commissioner's 
signature,  as  in  the  case  of  Morgan,  App.  v.  Parry,  Besp.(c]^ 
where  it  was  held,  that  sect.  13  of  stat  6  &  7  Viet.  e.  18, 
which  enacts  that  overseers  shall  make  out  and  sign  listsof 
persons  entitled  to  the  vote  for  a  borough  or,  &c.,  is  di- 
rectory only  as  to  the  signing  of  the  lists. 

M*Intyre  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  appointment  is 
to  be  under  the  hand  of  the  commissioner  and  seal  of 
the  Court.  By  sect  1 16,  the  creditors  are  empowered  to 
choose  an  assignee,  but  he  may  be  rejected  by  the  Court 
If  he  is  not  rejected,  and  is  willing  to  accept,  the  Court 
must  confirm  the  choice,  and  by  sect  123  shall,  by  certi- 
ficate under  the  hand  of  the  commissioner  and  the  seal  of 
the  Court,  declare  him  to  have  been  duly  elected,  and 
appoint  him  accordingly.  The  appointment  must  be  in 
the  manner  specified  by  that  section :  Ex  parte  Nash(h)' 
Until  the  certificate  is  signed,  tliere  is  not  an  appointment 
at  all ;  and  here  the  certificate  was  not  signed  till  long 


(fl)  32  L.  J.,  Bankr,  68.  (6)   1  Dea.  if  Ch,  445. 

(r)  n  C.B,  334. 
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altar  action  brought.    [WiUes,  J.,  referred  to  sect.  203.]        1866. 
This  docament  is  only  a  copy  of  the  certificate,  and  there-       Kelly 
fore  there  ought  to  be  two  seals  upon  it,  one  of  the  original      Morray. 
drawing  up,  and  another  as  showing  it  to  be  a  correct 
copy ;  it  b  without  the  seal  of  appointment  and  has  only  a 
seal  to  make  it  admissible  in  evidence. 

Eblb,  C.  J.  i  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged.  A  certain  choice  of  an  assignee  was  made 
and  the  appointment  approved  by  the  commissioner  before 
action,  and  the  objection  taken  by  Mr.  M^lntyre  is,  that 
the  signature  of  the  commissioner,  or  person  acting  for  him, 
was  not  put  to  the  document  till  after  the  commission  day 
of  the  Assizes,  when  the  document  was  required  to  be  used. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  seal  of  the  Court  made  it  a  valid 
instrument  and  a  record  of  the  Court  under  sect.  203  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  the  seal  being  there  Mr. 
M^Intyre  had  no  right  to  go  into  the  question  as  to  the 
time  at  which  the  document  was  signed  or  sealed. 

W ILLBS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  proper  con- 
clusion to  come  to  is  that  the  appointment  was  regularly 
entered  and  the  seal  put  to  it  at  the  proper  time.  Section 
123  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  draws  a  distinction 
between  tlie  act  of  the  Court  and  the  act  of  the  commis- 
sioner. [His  lordship  read  the  section.]  Apart  from  the 
consideration  of  sect.  203,  the  act  of  the  Court  is  the 
material  part,  and  the  object  of  sect  123  was  to  enable 
the  assignee  to  have  something  in  his  hands  to  produce  as 
evidence  of  his  appointment.  And  sect.  203  confirms  this 
notion,  for  it  deals  with  the  seal  as  the  material  thing  to 
look  to.  Section  1  gives  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Act,  all  the  powers  and  authorities 
of  the  Superior  Courts:  the  records  of  it  may  therefore 
be  drawn  up  when  they  are  requisite,  and  if  sealed  with 
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« 

1 866.       the  seal  of  the  Ck>urt,  they  are  by  sect  203  to  be  admitted 
Kelly       ^^  ^^  Courts  as  evidence  of  such  proceedings  and  orders 

having  taken  place  or  been  made,  and  be  deemed  records  of 

such  Court. 

Btlbs,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  but  I  at  first 
thought  that  the  appointment  was  bad,  because  it  purports 
to  be  drawn  up  on  the  9th,  and  it  is  stated  in  it  that  the 
assignee  was  appointed  on  the  dth^  instead  of  stating  that 
he  was  appointed  on  this  day.     I  now  think,  however, 
that  Mr.  M^Intyre  very  properly  said  nothing  on  that  point; 
and  we  have  only  to  see  whether  this  be  a  proper  document 
on  the  face  of  it.     It  appears  to  be  a  good  record  on  the 
face  of  it,  and  we  must  therefore  take  it  to  be  a  troe 
one.     If  it  is  desired  to  alter  it^  application  must  be  made 
to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

Smith,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  Reported  by  R.  /i.  B.  Manham,  Esq. 
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Wildes  v.  Russell.  m7p^I 


k  dark  of  the  peace  of  a  county  haying  been  directed  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Clerk  qf  thg 
Seaaions  to  enter  an  order  requiring  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  to  one  peace. 
S.  for  coata  incurred  by  the  juatices  in  a  litigation  between  themselves  Misdemeanor 
and  him,  which  had  been  compromised,  refused  to  enter  the  order  for  in  offlee. 
reaaona  which  he  specified.    These  were  disallowed  by  the  Court,  and  Judgment  of 
cm  the  clerk  again  refusing  to  enter  the  order  the  matter  was  referred  to  Court  t^fcompe- 
a  Finance  Committee,  who  directed  the  treasurer  of  the  county  to  ex-  tentjuriedU" 
hibit  an  information  against  him  under  stat  1   W,  if  M.  e.  21,  «.  6,  tion, 
charging  him  with  misdemeanor  in  his  office.    The  justices  having  Interest  qftrU 
heard  the  chargea  in  open  Court  dismissed  him  from  his  office.     Held,  bunal  in  event, 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  brought  by  the  clerk  who  waa  Review  rfdeei' 
diamiased  against  his  successor,  sion  la  superior 

1.  That  the*clerk  had  been  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  in  his  office  Cbarl. 

within  the  statute. 

2.  That  in  order  to  constitute  a  misdemeanor  within  the  Act  the 

offence  need  not  be  indictable. 

8.  That  as  no  fraud  was  imputed  to  the  justices,  and  the  informa- 
tion and  judgment  were  good  on  their  face  and  the  decision 
was  that  of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it  waa  conclu- 
sive until  reversed  by  due  form  of  law. 

4.  That  it  could  not  be  objected  in  this  action  that  the  Court  who 
heard  the  information  were  incompetent  either  because  they 
were  interested  in  the  event  or  that  they  had  directed  the 
prosecution,  even  assuming  that  those  grounds  of  objection 
would  render  their  judgment  voidable. 

THIS  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  which 
came  on  for  trial  at  Gutidhall,  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  at 
the  sittings  after  Hilary  Term. 

The  following  are  the  facts  derived  from  the  opening 
statement  of  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  at  Nisi  Prius,  it  having 
been  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  rule  hereinafter 
mentioned  should  be  argued  on  the  facts  so  stated. 

The  Plaintiff  was  for  many  years  clerk  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  of  Kent,  and  while  discharging  the  duties  of 
that  office,  it  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
that  for  the  future  his  services  should  be  remunerated  by 
a  salary  of  6002.  a  year.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Plaintiff 
this  salary  was  to  be  exclusive  of  his  right  to  certain  fees 
called  "  transport  fees/'  which  he  accordingly  continued  to 
receive;  but  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  being  of  a 
contrary  opinion,  stopped  from  his  salary  a  sum  equal  to 
the  amount  of  the  fees  so  appropriated.     Proceedings  by 

VOL,  I. — o.  p.  3  B 
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1866.       mandamus  to   compel   payment  of  the  salary  and  fees 
Wildes       were  then  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Russell.      Bench^  and  were  resisted  by  the  justices.     On  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Court,  however,  these  proceedings  were 
concluded  by  an  arrangement. 

It  was  the  practice  of  the  Sessions  to  refer  questions  of 
finance  to  a  Finance  Committee,  which,  after  investigatiDg 
the  matters  submitted  to  them  and  recommending  in  t 
report  payment  of  certain  bills,  invariably  handed  in  the 
bills  at  length  in  open  Court;  and  the  Court  then,  if  it 
thought  proper,  directed  that  payment  should  be  made. 

At  the  Quarter  Sessions  held  in  January ^  1865,  one  of 
a  set  of  bills  handed  in  by  the  Finance  Committee  was  that 
of  a  Mr.  Scudamare,  who  was  the  attorney  employed  hj 
the  justices  in  resisting  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench.  The  Plaintiff  in  the  execution  of  his  dot^ 
looked  over  the  bills  previous  to  recording  them,  and  on 
examining  Mr.  Sctidamare^s  found  that  it  was  not  set  out 
out  at  length,  but  that  it  consisted  only  of  a  memorandum 
to  the  following  effect : — "To  Frederick  Scudamare^  for  pro- 
fessional services  rendered,  and  money  paid  on  account  of 
the  general  business  of  the  county  from  23rd  November  to 
2nd  December,  1864,  the  particulars  of  which  have  been 
delivered  to  the  Finance  Committee,  and  approved  of  by 
them.''  The  Plaintiff  then  wrote  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Sessions,  the  Earl  of  Ramney,  the  following  letter:— 

"  Maidstone,  Jan.  24th,  186&. 

"  My  Lord, — Amongst  the  miscellaneous  bills  recom- 
mended for  payment  in  the  report  of  the  Finance  Ciomr 
mittee  to  the  last  Court  of  General  Sessions,  is  a  bill  of  Mr* 
Scudamare  o(  169/.  :  16«.  :  Qd. :  that  bill  was  not  presented 
to  the  Court  in  the  usual  manner  for  the  approval  of  tlie 
Court,  but  I  find  only  a  short  note  of  the  purport  of  the  bill 
signed  by  Mr.  iScudlamortf,  and  mentioning  thattbeparticnbn 
had  been  given  to  the  Finance  Committee  and  approved  of  ij 
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(hem.    With  reference  to  what  has  appeared  in  previous       1866. 
reports  of  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  discussions  which      wildbs 
have  occurred,  I  must  necessarily  infer  that  a  considerable     j^^g^i,!. 
portion  of  the  amount  of  this  bill  has  arisen  by  measures 
adopted  by  the  Finance  Committee  without  any  legal 
authority,  and  in  opposition  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  by  which  the  charges  upon  the  county 
rate  are  regulated  and  restricted.     I  have,  therefore,  con- 
sidered it  my  duty  not  to  enter  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
Court  an  order  for  the  payment  of  this  bill,  but  to  report  to 
the  next  Court  of  General  Sessions  on  the  subject." 

Lord  Romney,  in  reply,  informed  the  Plaintiff,  by  letter 
from  Mr.  Scudamare,  that  the  order  for  payment  had  been 
regularly  made ;  and  he  required  him  to  record  it  This 
the  Plaintiff  refused  to  do ;  but  he  reported  the  matter  to 
the  next  General  Sessions;  and,  on  a  second  refusal  in 
open  Court,  the  justices  referred  the  question  to  the 
Finance  Committee  to  take  such  measures  as  they  should 
think  right 

The  treasurer  of  the  county  then,  at  their  request,  ex- 
hibited a  complaint  against  the  Plaintiff  in  terms  of  the 
6th  section  of  stat  1  Will,  ^  M.  c.2\y  charging  him  with 
misdemeanor  in  his  office.  That  statute,  after  enacting  in 
sect  6  that  the  custos  rotulorum  shall  appoint  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  to  act  in  that  capacity  so  long  only  as  be  shall 
''  well  demean  himself*'  in  his  office,  provides,  by  sect  6, 
that  **  If  any  clerk  of  the  peace  already  nominated  or  to 
be  nominated,  as  aforesaid,  shall  misdemean  himself  in  the 
execution  of  the  said  office,  and  thereupon  a  complaint  and 
charge  in  writing  of  such  misdemeanor  shall  be  exhibited 
against  him  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  their  General 
Quarter  Sessions,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  justices,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,  upon  examina- 
tion and  due  proof  thereof,  openly  in  their  said  General 
Quarter  Sessions  to  suspend  or  discharge  him  from  the 
said  office.'' 

3  B  2 
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1866.  The  following  was  the  form  of  the  complaint: — **  Be  it 

Wildes       remembered  that  Lewis  Davis   Wigan,  treasurer  for  the 
Russell,      county  of  Kent,  cometh  before  the  justices  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  the  said  county,  and 
also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  trespasses  and 
other  misdemeanors  in  the  said  county  committed,  at  their 
General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  holden  at  SaitU 
Avgustine*s,  near  Canterbury,  in  and  for  the  said  couaty, 
on  the  4th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1856,  and 
exhibits  to  the  said  justices  the  following  complaint  and 
charge  in  writing  against  Henry  AtkinsonWildes,  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county,  and  charges  and  complains  that 
before  and  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  in  the  year  afore- 
said, the  said  Henry  AthinsonWUdes  was  clerk  6f  the  peace 
for  the  said  county,  and  from  the  last  mentioned  day  con- 
tinued to  be  such  clerk  of  the  peace  down  to  and  at  the 
time  of  exhibiting  these  presents,  and  that  on  the  said  lait 
mentioned  day  the  Annual  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace 
for  the  said  county  was  holden  by  adjournment  at  Mmlr 
stone  in  and  for  the  said  county;  that  the  said  Heiffj 
Atkinson  Wildes,  then  being  such  clerk  of  the  peace  u 
aforesaid,  was  present  at  the  said  Court  of  Annual  Geneitl 
Sessions  of  the  Peace  in  execution  of  his  said  office  u 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county;  that  the  justices  in 
and  for  the  said  county  in  the  said  Annual  General  Ses- 
sions of  the  Peace  assembled  then  duly  and  lawfully  and  io 
open  Court,  and  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of 
the  said  Court  of  Annual  General  Sessions  of  the  Peaoei 
duly  and  lawfully  ordered  that  the  sum  of  169^ :  16f.:&lf 
then  due  and  payable  out  of  the  rates  of  the  said  county 
to  one  Frederick   Scudamore,    for   professional    serrices 
rendered  as  an  attorney  at  law  and  solicitor,  and  money 
paid  on  account  of  the  general  business  of  the  said  conn^i 
should  be  paid  to  the  said  Frederick  Scudamore  by  tb^ 
said  Letois  Davis   Wigan,  as  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  all 
which  the  said  Henry  Atkinson  Wildes  well  knew;  thai  it 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  693 

then  and  there  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  said  1866> 
Henry  Atkinson  Wildes,  as  such  clerk  of  the  peace  as  Wildes 
aforesaid,  in  the  execution  of  his  said  office  of  clerk  of  the  rubbkll. 
peace  of  the  said  county,  to  enter  and  record  such  order  on 
the  minutes  and  proceedings  of  the  said  Court  of  Annual 
General  Sessions,  vnthin  a  reasonable  time  after  the  making 
of  the  said  order ;  that  the  said  Henry  Atkinson  Wildes 
in  the  said  last  mentioned  day,  and  from  the  said  last 
mentioned  day  continuously  down  to  the  time  of  exhibit- 
ing this  complaint  and  charge  in  writing,  unlawfully,  wilfully, 
wrongfully,  maliciously  and  contumaciously,  and  in  breach 
of  the  duties  of  his  said  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  and 
without  reasonable  excuse  or  just  or  lawful  cause  and 
actuated  by  improper  motives,  refused  and  hath  continued 
to  refuse  to  enter  and  record  the  said  order  of  the  said 
Court  of  Annual  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the 
payment  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of  169/. :  I6s.  :  6d»  to  the 
said  Frederick  Scudamore  as  aforesaid  on  the  minutes  and 
proceedings  of  the  said  Court  of  Annual  General  Sessions 
of  the  Peace,  although  a  reasonable  time  for  making  such 
entry  and  record  has  long  since  elapsed,  and  so  has  misde- 
meaned  himself  in  the  execution  of  bis  said  office  of  clerk 
of  the  peace  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided." 

In  a  second  count  the  charge  was  that  the  Plaintiff  re- 
fused at  an  adjourned  Court,  under  the  circumstances  above 
set  forth,  to  enter  the  said  order. 

In  a  third  count  the  Plaintiff  was  charged  with  refusing 
to  deliver  to  the  treasurer,  when  demanded  by  him,  the 
order  or  certificate  in  writing  authorizing  the  payment  of 
the  sum  mentioned  to  Mr.  Scudamore. 

In  a  fourth  count  the  charge  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  from 
the  date  of  the  order  to  the  time  of  the  complaint  had  and 
still  refused  to  perform  his  duty  as  clerk  of  the  peace,  and 
to  enter  and  record  the  order  or  to  draw  up  on  paper  and 
cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  treasurer  the  order  in  question. 
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1866.        Each  of  the  counts  terminated  with  the  allegation  that  the 
Wildes       Plaintiff  had  ^'  so  misdemeaned  himself  in  the  ezecatioo 

Ru.«LL.      ofbisoflSce. 

That  complaint  having  been  heard   by  the  jastices  in 
open  Court,  they  made  an  order  which,  after  reciting  all 
the  previous  proceedings,  found  and  adjudged  that  the 
'^  complaint  and  charges  in  writing,  and  all  and  every  the 
allegations  and  averments,  matters  and  things  in  the  same 
contained,  have  been  duly  proved  before  them  and  are  true; 
and  that  the  said  Henry  Atkinson  Wildes  has  been  duijr 
proved  to  be  and  is  guilty  of  the  several  misdemeanori  io 
the  execution  of  hb  said  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  in  the 
said  complaint  and  charges  in  writing  alleged;  and  the  said 
last  mentioned  justices  do  now  therefore  openly  in  the  said 
last  mentioned  Court  of  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the 
Peace,  hold  en  in  and  for  the  said  county  as  aforesaid,  oa 
account  of  the  said  misdemeanors  and  of  each  of  them,  so 
proved  as  aforesaid,  discharge  the  said  Henry  Athinim 
Wildes  from  his  said  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 
said  county,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided," 

The  Plaintiff  then  made  an  application  to  the  ConrtoT 
Queen's  Bench  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  order,  to 
have  it  quashed.  The  application  was  not  granted,  it 
having  been  inadvertently  conceded  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction.  But  it  was 
suggested  by  the  Court,  though  without  offering  any 
opinion  on  the  point,  that  an  action  against  the  peifion 
who  was  appointed  the  Plaintiff's  successor,  or  some  other 
remedy,  might  be  open  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  preaeot 
action  was  accordingly  brought 

At  the  close  of  the  statement  of  Plaintiff^s  connael  it 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  that,  as  the 
order  remained  unquashed,  it  was  not  competent  for  a 
judge  and  jury  to  sit  by  way  of  appeal  upon  the  jadgmeot 
of  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  to  which  an  Act  of  Parlia- 


ft 
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oaent  had  given  sole  jurisdiction.    [The  Defendant's  counsel  1 866 

cited  Tke  Queen  v.  Bolton  (a).]  wildes 


For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  urged  that  the  justices  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  inasmuch  as  they  were 
interested  parties;  that,  moreover,  they  could  have  no 
jurisdiction  unless  in  point  of  fact  the  clerk  had  misde- 
meaned  himself  in  his  office,  a  mere  charge  of  misde- 
meanor  being  insufficient;  and  that  when  that  question 
had  been  raised  it  was  for  the  jury  to  pronounce  upon  it. 
His  counsel  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  Owen  (ft). 

The  learned  Judge  ruled  that,  assuming  evidence  to  have 
been  tendered  of  all  the  matters  contained  in  the  opening 
speech  of  Plaintiff's  counsel,  that  evidence  would  be  inad- 
missible to  impugn  the  validity  of  the  judgment  of  the 
Quarter  Sessions,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
Judge,  it  was  not  competent  for  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius 
or  the  Court  in  banc  to  review. 

The  Plaintiff  was  then  nonsuited. 

In  Blaster  Term  Montagu  Chambers  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  Defendant  the  fees  pertaining  to  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  Kent^  as  the 
lawful  holder  of  that  office  at  the  time  when  the  same 
were  received  by  the  Defendant :  That  the  Plaintiff  was 
not  lawfully  dismissed  from  that  office,  nor  the  Defendant 
lawfully  appointed  thereto  or  entitled  to  take  the  fees 
thereof:  That  the  order  or  adjudication  of  justices,  or  of 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  purporting  to  dismiss  the 
Plaintiff  from  his  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  was  illegal 
and  void  :  That  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  by  whom 
it  was  made,  was  improperly  and  illegally  constituted,  the 
justices  or  some  of  them  who  were  present  or  taking  part 

(a)  I  Q.  B.  66,  72.  (6)  15  Q.  B.  476. 
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1 866.       in  the  proceeding  being  incompetent,  or  disqualified  throogh 
WiLDBB^  ~  personal  or  pecuniary  interest,  or  as  accusers,  prosecnton, 
RuBsisLL.      P&rtieSf  witnesses,  or  otherwise,  interested  in  the  result: 
That  all  the  proceedings  or  some  of  them  against  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  removing  him  from  his  office 
were  unlawful  and  void :  That  the  alleged  misconduct  of  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  constitute  a  misdemeanor  in  the  execution 
of  his  office  within  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  1  W.^M. 
c.  21, «.  6,  and  the  justices  at  Quarter  Sessions  bad  no 
jurisdiction  to  examine,  consider  or  adjudicate  thereon: 
That  no  sufficient  complaint  or  charge  in  writing  was  duly 
or  lawfully  exhibited  against  him  to  the  justices  of  the 
peace  in  their  General  Quarter  Sessions,  or  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  that  statute,  and  that  the  informa- 
tion or  complaint  upon  which  the  justices  assumed  to  pro- 
ceed was  merely  colourable :    That  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
misdemean  himself  in  the  execution  of  his  office  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  nor  was  he  guilty  or  pro?ed 
to  be  guilty,  upon  examination  openly  in  the  Coart  of 
General  Quarter  Sessions,  of  the  charges  or  offences,  or 
any  of  them,  made  against  him  :  That  the  order  or  adju- 
dication purporting  to  discharge  him  from  his  office  of 
clerk  of  the  peace  was  not  fairly  or  lawfully  obtained. 

The  following  memorandum  was  added  to  the  rule  nisi:-* 
"  The  Court  direct  that  the  opening  speech  of  the  Plaintiff 
counsel  at  Nisi  Prius,  as  taken  by  the  short-hand  writer^ 
shall  be  referred  to  for  the  facts  and  grounds  on  which 
this  rule  is  to  be  argued,  the  junior  counsel  for  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  striking  out  redundant  passages  tbereiot 
and  adding  any  admissions  made  by  either  side  which  ap- 
pear in  the  sbort-hand  writer's  notes  or  judge's  notes*'' 

Bovill  and  C  Pollock  now  showed  cause. — ^This  i> 
an  action  brought  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  right  of  the 
Defendant,  the  present  clerk  of  the  peace  of  KmU^  tohoU 
that  office.    The  Plaintiff  insists  that  he  is  sttU  deik  of  tbt 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  697 

peace,  aDd  that  the  money  received  by  the  Defendant  is        1866. 
the  Plaintiff's  money ;  and  asks  for  a  new  trial  to  enable      Wildes 
him  to  give  evidence,  which  was  rejected  by  the  Lord  Chief     Ruggi-,.,.. 
Justice  as  not  afiecting  the  case. 

First.  The  charges  and  order  of  dismissal  are  good 
upon  the  face  of  them.  By  stat.  1  W.^M.  c.  21,  ss.  5, 
6,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  constituted  a  tribunal 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  any  clerk  of  the 
peace  has  misdemeaned  himself  in  the  execution  of  his 
o£Bce,  and,  on  due  proof,  discharging  him.  Their  jurisdic- 
tion is  not  confined,  as  the  other  side  will  argue  that  it  is, 
to  cases  of  criminal  misdemeanor.  The  meaning  of  the 
words  **  shall  misdemean  himself  in  the  execution  of  the  said 
office,"  in  the  6th  section,  is  explained  by  the  way  in  which 
the  word  "  demean*'  is  used  in  the  5th  section,  where  the 
expression  **  for  so  long  time  only  as  such  clerk  of  the 
peace  shall  well  demean  himself  in  his  said  office"  means 
merely  so  long  as  he  shall  behave  himself  in  his  office,  (i.  e.) 
quamdiu  se  bene  gesserit.  If  a  clerk  of  the  peace  refused 
to  attend  at  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  that  would  not 
be  a  criminal  misdemeanor,  but  it  would  be  as  great  a 
misdemeaning  of  himself  in  his  office  as  could  well  be. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  expressed  his  opinion  strongly 
at  the  trial  that  the  misdemeanor  contemplated  was  mis- 
behaviour of  the  clerk  in  his  office.  If  the  proceed- 
ings, on  the  face  of  them,  had  shown  no  jurisdiction,  the 
order  might  have  been  quashed,  and  the  whole  annulled. 
Here,  on  their  face,  the  proceedings  are  good.  It  is 
clear  that  these  charges  amount  to  charges  against  the 
Plaintiff  of  misdemeanor  in  his  office,  because  they  dis- 
close such  conduct  as  would  cause  a  forfeiture  of  a  free- 
hold office :  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Office  and  Officers,  (M)  Of 
the  Forfeiture  of  an  Office,  **  It  is  laid  down  in  general, 
that  if  an  officer  acts  contrary  to  the  nature  and  duty 
of  his  office,  or  if  he  refuses  to  act  at  all,  that  in  tliese 
cases  the  office  is  forfeited,  &c As  to  re- 
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1866.  fiisal,  he  (Lord  Cohe)  says,  that  in  all  cases  where  an 
Wildes  officer  is  bound  upon  request  to  exercise  his  office,  if  he 
R088ELL.  ^^^  "^^^  ^^  ^^  upon  request,  he  forfeits  it;  as,  if  the 
steward  of  a  manor  be  requested  by  the  lord  to  hold  a 
C!ourt,  if  he  does  not  do  it,  it  is  a  forfeiture."  In  PhiUps  7. 
Berry  (a),  the  Bishop  of  Exeter,  the  visitor,  had  depri?ed 
the  rector  of  Exeter  College,  Oxford,  for  contumacy; 
and,  at  page  9,  it  appears  that  Holt,  C.  J.,  and  all  the 
other  justices,  agreed  that  contumacy  was  a  good  cause 
of  deprivation.  There  the  question  was,  whether  the  De- 
fendant had  contumaciously  refused  to  admit  the  visitor. 
In  Rex  V.  The  Corporation  of  Wells  (b),  in  a  proceeding  by 
mandamus  to  restore  to  a  recordership.  Lord  Mansfield,  at 
p.  2004,  sanctions  the  law  as  laid  down  by  Hawkins,  that 
an  officer  is  liable  to  a  forfeiture  ''  for  neglecting  to  attend 
his  duty  at  all  usual  proper  and  convenient  times  and 
places,  whereby  any  damage  shall  accrue  to  those  by  or 
for  whom  he  was  made  an  officer."  In  dealing  with  the 
question  of  neglect  of  duty,  all  the  charges  are  substan- 
tially the  same. 

But,  secondly,  subject  to  the  general  superintendence 
of  the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  over  Courts  of  inferior 
jurisdiction,  the  decision  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  final. 
They  were  the  sole  judges  to  determine  on  the  truth 
or  falsehood  of  the  charges,  and  it  was  not  open  to  the 
Plaintiff  at  the  trial  to  go  into  the  merits.  Evidence 
was  tendered  for  him  to  controvert  every  all^ation. 
He  proposed  to  prove  that  he  had  not  misdemeaned 
himself;  that  he  had  not  maliciously,  but  bona  fide^ 
refused  to  record  the  order;  that  the  order  to  pay  the 
money  was  invalid,  that  the  justices  who  made  it  had  no 
power  to  make  it,  and  so  on ;  and,  in  iact,  to  contradict 
the  finding  of  the  Quarter  Sessions,  and  so,  by  means  of 
the  jury,  to  review  their  decision.      It  was  urged  for  the 

(a)  1  L.  Raym,  5,  6.  (6)  4  Burr.  1999. 
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Plaintiff,  that  the  jurisdiction   of  the  Qoarter  Sessions        ^86o« 
depended  upon   whether   or   not   he   had    misdemeaned       Wildbs 
himself,  and  therefore  that  that  must  necessarily  be  a  ques-     Russell. 
tion  for  the  jury.     But  where  jurisdiction  depends  upon 
the  existence  of  a  fact  to  be  found  by  an  inferior  tribunal, 
the  finding  of  that  tribunal  upon  that  fact  is  conclusive. 
In  The  Queen  v.  Bolton  (a),  it  was  held  that  when  a  con- 
viction or  order  of  justi<^es  is  returned  to  the  Queen's 
Bench,  and  the  proceedings  are  regular  in  form  and  in 
practice,  and  the  case  one  over  which  the  justices  had  juris- 
diction, the  C!ourt  will  not  hear  affidavits  impeaching  their 
decision  on  the  facts,  nor,  if  they  return  the  evidence,  will 
it  review  their  judgment  thereupon :  that  the  test  of  juris- 
diction is,  whether  the  justices  have  power  to  enter  upon 
the  inquiry,  not  whether  their  conclusions  in  the  course  of 
it  were  true  or  false.     It  may,  however,  be  shown  by  affi- 
davit that  they  had  no  authority  to  commence  an  inquiry, 
inasmuch  as  the  question  brought  before  them  was  not  one 
to  which  their  jurisdiction  extended;  and  this,  although  by 
misstatement  they  have  made  the  proceedings  on  the  face 
of  them  regular.     In  that  case,  an  order  of  justices  for  de- 
livering up  a  house  to  parish  officers  under  stat.  59  Oeo.  3, 
c.  12,  tf .  24, 25,  was  correct  in  form  and  made  on  a  proper 
information,  summons  and  hearing,  and  the  Queen's  Bench 
(on  certiorari)  refused  to  inquire  into  the  reasonableness 
of  their  judgment,  either  on  affidavit  or  on  the  evidence 
returned  with  the  proceedings,  although  the  Act  gives  no 
appeal  against  such  order.     The  whole  judgment  of  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  in  that  case,  commencing  at  p.  71,  is  perti- 
nent to  the  present.     If  the  propriety  of  the  order  of  dis- 
missal could   be  reviewed  by  a  jury  in  this   action,  the 
effect  would  be  to  invalidate  all  proceedings,  and  many 
years  after  the  tribunal  constituted  by  the  statute  had 
decided  upon  the  evidence  before  them  that  the  Plaintiff 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  66. 
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was  wrong,  he  might  adduce  other  and  different  evi- 
dence before  a  jury  to  show  that  he  was  right.  In  In 
the  matter  of  Clarke  (a),  upon  motion  to  file  and  quash 
a  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  an  order  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  committing  for  contempt,  appeared 
by  his  statement  to  be  made  in  the  due  exercise  of  his 
jurisdiction,  and  the  Court  refused  to  receive  affidavits  to 
show  that  the  order  was  made  in  a  private  room  and  not 
in  Court.  In  that  case,  at  p.  630,  Lord  Denman^  C.  J., 
says,  **  The  Court  of  Chancery,  as  the  warden  informs  us, 
has  stated  by  its  order  that  this  party  was  committed,  at 
the  bar  of  the  Court,  to  the  custody  of  the  warden,  for  a 
contempt.  We  are  bound  to  give  credit,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, to  the  statement  in  that  order.  It  is  said  that, 
under  supposable  circumstances,  the  order  may  have  been 
wrongly  made  :  but  we  cannot  intend  that.  We  must  give 
so  much  credit  to  the  order  as  to  suppose  that  it  was 
grounded  upon  a  contempt  actually  committed,  and  was  a 
proceeding  at  the  bar  of  the  Court"  At  p.  634,  Patte$om^  J. 
says,  '^  The  only  real  question  now  is,  whether  affidavits 
are  admissible  to  show  that  the  statements  in  the  order  are 
not  true.  There  is  no  case  in  which  a  party  has  been 
allowed  in  this  way  directly  to  contradict  facts  set  forth  in 
an  order.  All  that  the  Courts  have  permitted  has  been  to 
allege  a  collateral  extrinsic  fact,  confessing  and  avoiding, 
as  it  were,  the  disputed  order.  .  .  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird{b) 
shows  that  a  fact  directly  stated  on  a  conviction  is  not  to 
be  controverted  .  .  .  Finding  this  matter  directly  stated  in 
the  order  of  a  competent  Court,  and  on  a  point  so  en- 
tirely within  its  own  knowledge,  we  cannot  allow  it  to 
be  controverted."  In  Rex  v.  Grundon  (c)  a  sentence  of 
expulsion  unappealed  from,  given  in  evidence  on  an  indict- 
ment for  assaulting  a  fellow  commoner  of  Queen's  College, 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  619,  621.  (6)  1  Brod.  4*  B.  432. 

(0  Coup.  315. 
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Cambridge,  by  taming  him  out  of  the  College  garden,  was        1866. 
held  conclusive  for  the  Defendant    There  evidence  was       Wildeb 
offered  on  the  trial  to  show  the  illegality  of  the  sentence ;      russell. 
and  at  p.  321,  Lord  Mansfield  says,  **  But  supposing  Mr. 
Crawford**  (the  person  assaulted)  ''were  subject  to  the 
rules  and  orders  of  the  college ;  in  that  case  it  is  insisted 
that  the  sentence  of  expulsion  is  illegal :  And  at  the  trial, 
the  statutes  of  the  college  were  offered  in  evidence  to  show 
that  it  should  have  been  signed  by  the  master  and  a  majority 
of  the  fellowsi  whereas  it  was  signed  by  the  master  and  one 
fellow  only.    The  answer  to  it  is,  that  even  if  the  allegation 
were  well  founded,  the  merits,  the  justice  or  the  regularity 
of  the  expulsion  cannot  be  entered  into  at  the  assizes;  but 
the  proper  mode  of  impeaching  it,  is  by  appeal  to  the  visi- 
tor.''   The  judgments  of  Lord  Denrnan,  C.  J.,  and  the  other 
Judges  in  Cams  Wilson's  case  (a),  are  also  in  point.     The 
questions  there  arose  upon  a  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus,  directed  to  the  gaoler  and  Viscount  of  Jersey,  to 
bring   up   a    prisoner    detained    by    a  sentence  of  the 
Royal  Court  of  Jersey,  and  at  p.  1015,  Lord  Denman, 
C.  J ,  says,  ''  But  here  it  appears  that  a  contempt  was 
supposed  to  have  been  committed.    That  is  a  case  in  which 
it  becomes  the  unfortunate  duty  of  a  Court  to  act  as  both 
party  and  judge,  and  to  decide  whether  it  has  been  treated 
with  contempt.     We  cannot  decide  upon  the  face  of  this 
return    that   they  have   come  to  a  wrong   conclusion." 
Although  this  form  of  action  was  suggested,  when  the  case 
came  before  the  Queen*s  Bench  on  certiorari  on  8th  June, 
1865,  Blackburn,  J.,  then  cautioned  the  Plaintiff  that  it  was 
not  to  be  taken  that  he  had  any  remedy.    The  proceeding 
before  the  justices  was  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and,  like  a 
judgment  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  final.      It  alters  the 
status  of  the  party  against  whom  it  is  given.    The  cases  on 
this  point  are  collected  in  the  notes  to  the  Duchess  of  King- 
stones  case  (6). 

(a)  7  Q.  B.  984,  1014.      (b)  2  StnUh,  L.  C.  6th  ed.  pp.  679,  699. 
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Wildes  justified  in  refusing  to  enter  the  order  for  the  payment  to 
RuMfiLL.  ^'*  Scudamorey  upon  the  ground  that  the  justices  were 
personally  liable  to  pay  that  money  if  it  was  not  paid  out  of 
the  county  rates,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Quarter  Sessions, 
who  made  the  order,  or  some  of  them,  had  a  pecuniary 
interest.  Assuming  that  to  be  so,  the  Plaintiff  was  bound 
to  record  the  order.  It  was  said  that  the  order  had  beeo 
made  by  the  justices  in  relief  of  themselves.  But  if  that 
was  so,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  say  that  it  was  void, 
and  set  himself  up  against  the  Court  who  made  it  and 
said  that  they  considered  it  valid.  At  the  most  it  was 
voidable,  and  in  that  case  it  should  have  been  brought 
up  and  quashed  by  certiorari.  In  Dimes  ▼.  The  Pr<h 
prietors  of  the  Grand  Junction  Canal  (a),  an  incorporated 
public  company  filed  a  bill  in  equity  against  a  land« 
owner.  Lord  Chancellor  Coitenham  had  an  interest 
in  the  company  as  a  shareholder,  a  fact  unknown  to  the 
Defendant  in  the  suit ;  and,  on  appeal,  aflirmed  the  order 
of  a  yice-Chancellor  granting  the  relief  sought  It  was 
held,  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  disqualified,  on  the 
ground  of  interest,  from  sitting  as  Judge  in  the  cause,  and 
that  his  decree  was  therefore  voidable,  and  must  conse- 
quently be  reversed ;  but  Parhe,  B.,  at  p.  785,  states  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges  to  be,  that  the  order  *'  was 
not  absolutely  void^  on  account  of  his  interest,  but  voidabk 
only."  In  Ranger  v.  The  Oreat  Western  Railway  Com' 
panyip)^  there  was  a  stipulation  in  a  contract  between 
a  railway  company  and  a  building  contractor,  that  in  case 
of  dispute  between  the  contractor  and  the  assistant  resident 
engineer,  the  decision  of  '^  the  principal  engineer  of  the 
company  "  should  be  final ;  but  at  the  completion  of  th 
works,  if  the  contractor  and  the  principal  engineer  differed^ 
the  differences  were  to  be  settled  by  arbitration.    After  dif — 

(fl)  3  H.  L.  Cat.  759.  {b)  5  H.  L.  Cat.  72. 
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ferences  had  so  arisen  between  the  contractor  and  the  _  1866. 
company^  it  was  discovered  by  the  contractor  that  the      Wildes 
principal  engineer  was  a  shareholder.    On  a  bill  to  have     romkll. 
accounts  taken,  one  of  the  grounds  for  which  was  this 
iact,  then  first  discovered ;  it  was  held,  that  (no  fraudulent 
concealment  being  alleged)  it  formed  no  ground  for  relief. 
There  Dimes  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Grand  Junction 
Canal  (a)  was   held   not  to  apply;    but  at  p.   88  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges,  delivered    through  Parke,  B., 
'^  that  the  decision  of  a  Judge  made  in  a  cause  in  which 
he  has  an  interest,  is  voidable,  unless  in  cases  of  neces- 
sity, as   where  an  action  was  brought  against  all  the 
Judges  of  the  C!ourt  of  Common  Pleas,"  is  recognized. 

Fourth.  Moreover,  it  was  urged  that  the  justices  were  not 
only  interested  pecuniarily,  but  as  prosecutors,  [itf.  Cham" 
bers.  The  justices  paid  Mr.  Ltish  100  guineas  to  argue  the 
case  before  them  in  their  own  favour.  They  were  liable  for 
that.  WiUes,  J.,  said,  that  was  quite  a  common  thing  in 
the  Court  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  which  is  very 
analogous  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.  Counsel  are 
always  instructed  by  that  Court  to  argue  before  them- 
selves. JByleSf  J.  That  is  the  point.  Can  the  same 
Court  that  is  to  decide  be  the  party  making  the  charge  ?] 
In  JEx  parte  Pettitmangin  {Jb\  a  rule  for  a  certiorari  to 
quash  a  conviction  by  two  justices  was  refused.  There 
the  conviction  of  the  applicant  was  for  suffering  pros- 
titutes to  remain  on  his  premises,  and  the  rule  was  moved 
upon  the  ground  that  one  of  the  justices  was  a  member  of 
the  watch  committee  of  the  town  council,  and  that  the  in- 
formation was  laid  by  an  inspector  of  police  in  pursuance 
of  instructions  from  the  committee:  and,  also,  on  the 
ground  that  the  fine  would  go  into  the  borough  fiind,  in 
which  the  justices  were  interested.    That  is  a  much  stronger 

(a)  3  H.  L.  Cas.  759. 

(6)  Referred  to  in  Re^.  v.  AUan,  4  B.ifS.  915,  921. 
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^866.       case  of  interest  than  the  present.    In  Hie  Qmeetn  ▼.  JDeoM^ 
WiLDiB      ^c.  of  Rochester  {a\  upon  a  return  to  a  mandamus  to 
RusrBLL.      restore  Mr.  Wkiston  to  the  head-mastership  of  the  grammar 
school  annexed  to  the  cathedral,  it  was  held,  that  the  bishop 
had  not  such  an  interest  as  disqualified  him  from  acting 
as  visitor.     The  Queen  v.  Owen{b)  was  relied  on  for  the 
Plaintiff  at  the  trial.     In  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  Coanty 
Court  clerk^  removed  for  inability  under  9  &  10  VicL  c.  95, 
«.  24,  may  question  the  validity  of  that  removal  by  infor- 
mation in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  his  successor. 
But  there  it  was  also  held  that  pecuniary  embarrassment 
did  not  constitute ''  inability/'  and  no  other  inability  or  mis- 
behaviour was  shown  ;  and  there  was  no  formal  charge  as 
here,  but  it  was  simply  the  case  of  one  man,  not  a  Court,  dis- 
missing another.    At  all  events  it  is  discretionary  in  sach 
case  for  the  Superior  Court  to  quash  or  to  refuse  to  do  so;  but 
till  quashed  the  order  or  conviction  remains  in  force.    The 
old  manor  Courts  furnish  frequent  instances  of  presentmentB 
by  the  Court  for  encroaching  on  the  common  to  the  Court 
I^eet,  or  criminal  Court  attached  to  the  manor.    The  Kutg 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Essex  (c)  is  a  distinct  authority  that 
the  Quarter  Sessions  were  justified  in  ordering  these  costs 
to  be  paid  by  the  treasurer.    There  Lord  Loughbanmgk 
when  going  the  Home  Circuit  in  1789,  imposed  a  fine  on 
the  county  for  neglecting  to  repair  the  county  gaol,  which 
the  justices  at  Sessions  thought  illegal,  and  it  was  held 
that  they  might  order  the  treasurer  to  defray  the  expense  of 
litigating  the  question  out  of  the  county  stock.     Id  that 
case,  at  p.  594,  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  says,  "The  propositioB 
therefore  on  which  I  rely  is  this :  That  wherever  a  doty 
is  imposed  on  a  county,  and  where  costs  incidentally  and 
necessarily  arise  in  questioning  the  propriety  of  acts  done 
to  enforce  that  duty,  the  magistrates,  who  have  the  81lpe^ 


(a)  17  Q.  B.  22.  (b)  15  Q.  B.  476. 

(e)  4  T.  R.  591. 
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inteddence  over  the  county  purse,  have  necessarily  a  right  1866. 
to  defray  such  expenses  out  of  the  county  stock."  Statute  Wxldes 
12  Geo.  2,  c.  29,  s,  6,  requires  the  treasurer  to  pay  so  much  russell. 
of  the  money  in  his  hands  to  such  persons  as  the  Quarter 
Sessions  shall  by  their  orders  direct.  An  order  of  dis- 
missal such  as  this  is  not  like  a  conviction;  and  the 
evidence  need  not  be  set  out  in  it:  Dominus  Bex  v. 
Lloyd  {fl%  where  a  certiorari  was  brought  to  quash  an  order 
for  the  removal  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  Cardiganshire. 
The  King  v.  The  Undertakers  of  the  Aire  and  Calder 
Navigation  (b)  shows  that  the  justices  at  Sessions  are  the 
proper  judges  of  the  equality  of  poor  i-ates,  and  that  this 
Court  will  not  interfere  upon  the  ground  that  they  are  un- 
equal, unless  the  inequality  be  manifestly  apparent  on  the 
rate.  In  The  Queen  v.  Toum  Council  of  Lichfield  (c),  a 
town  council  had  removed  a  town  clerk,  by  resolution, 
for  misconduct,  and  refused  his  claim  of  compensation, 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  costs  of  an  attorney  employed  in 
opposing  a  mandamus  to  assess  compensation  were  pro- 
perly chargeable  to  the  borough  fund  under  stat.  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  92,  although  the  jury  found  the  issues 
raised  on  the  mandamus  for  the  town  clerk  :  it  not  being 
shown  that  the  town  council  acted  otherwise  than  bona 
fide  in  the  removal.  That  case  also  shows  what  is  a  suffi- 
cient retainer  of  an  attorney  to  warrant  the  payment  to 
him  of  such  costs,  viz.  a  resolution  of  the  town  council ; 
and  decided  that  it  was  no  objection  to  the  order  for 
payment  made  in  consequence,  that  it  was  an  order  for 
payment  on  account,  the  attorney  not  having  delivered  a 
bill,  and  it  not  appearing  that  the  sum  ordered  to  be  paid 
exceeded  the  sum  due  to  the  attorney.  It  is  complained 
here  that  no  proper  bill  had  been  delivered  to  the  Quarter 
Sessions.  [The  Attorney- General  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Norwich  {d)y  where  it  was  held  that  the  borough  fund  is  a 

(a)  2  Sir.  996.  (r)  10  Q.  B.  534. 

{b)  2  r.  R.  660.  (d)  21  L,J.,  Ch.  C.  139. 
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1866.  trust  fundy  and  is  so  constituted  by  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
WiLDEs  ^^on  Aety  was  referred  to.  There  an  injunction,  restraining 
an  application  to  parliament  at  the  expense  of  the  fund 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  Act  for  improving  a  river 
flowing  through  the  city,  having  been  granted,  an  appeal 
motion  was  refused.  WilleSy  J.  There  expenses  would 
have  been  voluntarily  incurred  for  the  purposes  of  specala- 
tive  litigation.  Here  the  justices  could  not  help  themselyes, 
unless  they  struck  and  let  the  mandamus  go.] 

Montagu  Chambers  and  Oates  in  support  of  the  rule.-- 
First.  It  may  be  that  an  order  made  by  competent  autho- 
rity  will   be  unimpeachable  as  between   the  immediate 
parties  concerned ;  but  it  is  not  so  as  between  third  parties. 
Where  the  defect  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  order,  JDof 
V.  King  (a)  and  Christie  v.  Unmn  (b)  show  that  the  order 
need  not  in  all  cases  be  quashed  to  be  inoperative.    Bot, 
even  if  an  order  be  good  on  the  face  of  it,  it  will  not  affect 
third  parties  if  no  jurisdiction  in  fact  existed.     Britcoe  v. 
Stephens  (c)  was  a  demurrer  to  a  replication,  which  averred 
that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  both  resided  out  of  tbe 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  causes  of  action  arose  out  of  it; 
and,  although  at  first  the  Court  considered  it  a  strong 
thing  to  say  that,  after  a  decision  on  the  merits  of  his  case 
in  an  inferior  Court,  the  Plaintiff  could  come  forward  to 
assert  that  the  judgment  was  void  as  being  coram  jum 
judice ;  yet  as  the  facts  stated  in  the  replication  were  neces- 
sarily taken  to  be  true,  and  as  they  showed  a  want  of 
jurisdiction,  the  replication  was  held  good.    The  case  of 
Crepps  V.  Durden{d)  is  also  in  point.     [TFi/&«,  J.,  referred 
to  The  Queen  v.  Owen  {e)J]  In  Doe  d.  Davy  v.  Haddon{f)t 
the  electors  of  a  schoolmaster  having  removed  him  from 
his  office  filed  an  information  in  Chancery  against  biiOy 

(o)  5  J.  4-  E.  359.  (rf)  1  Smith,  L.  C.  666, 6th  ei 

(b)  llA.SfK  373.  (tf)  15  Q.  B.  476. 

(c)  2  Bing.  213,  216.  (/)  3  Douglas,  810. 
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whicb  was  dismissed  without  costs^  the  Chancellor  being  1866* 
of  opinion  that  the  remedy  was  at  law.  Then  in  an  action  wildbs 
of  ejectment  against  the  schoolmaster,  it  was  held,  that 
the  validity  of  the  order  of  dismissal  might  be  called  in 
question  in  the  civil  action,  and  evidence  given  for  that 
purpose  of  corruption  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  electors. 

Secondly.  The  Plaintiff,  in  the  present  case,  seeks  to 
impeach  the  order  dismissing  him  from  his  office  of  clerk 
of  the  peace,  by  showing  that  the  magistrates  were  dis- 
qualified by  interest,  that  they  were  prosecutors  as  well  as 
judges,  and  that  the  order  was  unfairly  obtained.  [Erie, 
C.  J.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  charge  against  the  trus- 
tees is  called  "  corruption ;"  but  the  evidence  offered  was 
only  that  one  of  the  body  did  not  sign  the  order  of  dis- 
missal according  to  his  own  judgment.  Willesy  J.  You 
do  not  admit  that  the  case  of  Dimes  v.  The  Proprietors 
of  the  Grand  Junction  Canal  (a)  is  applicable  to  an  in- 
ferior Court?]  No,  the  language  of  the  judgment  of 
Parke,  B.,  shows  that  the  protection  was  applicable  only 
to  the  parties  acting  under  the  judgment.  The  Queen  v. 
BoUon  (b) ;  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire  (c) ; 
The  Queen  v.  The  Cheltenham  Commissioners  (d),  and  The 
Queen  v.  Handle),  show  that,  where  a  Court  is  improperly 
constituted  on  account  of  the  interest  of  the  magistrates, 
the  judgment  may  be  treated  as  ipso  facto  void.  In  each 
of  those  cases  the  judgment  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it;  but 
in  Iteg.  v.  The  Cheltenham  Commissioners  {d)  evidence  was 
admitted  to  show  that  three  of  the  justices  had  an  interest, 
and  therefore  it  was  held  bad  and  void. 

The  material  point  is,  that  evidence  is  receivable  to  show 
that  the  judgment  was  improperly  pronounced,  and  it  does 
Dot  matter  whether  the  evidence  to  impeach  it  comes  in 
tbe  form  of  this  action,  or  by  affidavit  on  certiorari,  or  by 

(fl)  3  H.  L.  Cos.  759.  ((/)  I  Q.  B.  467. 

(b)  1  Q.  B.  66.  (c)  7  B.  *  S.  297. 

(c)  6  (IB.  753. 

3c2 


708  TRINITY  TERM* 

1866.        plea  in  answer  to  a  return  to  a  quo  warranto.     {^Erle,  C.J, 
Wildes       I  quite  agree  that  a  tribunal  having  power  to  supervise 
Russell,      another  tribunal  can,  on  the  allegation  of  misconduct  in 
the  inferior  tribunal,  receive  extrinsic  evidence  in  proof  of 
that  misconduct;    but  where  no  such  allegation  exists  I 
am  not  aware  that  any  adjudication  %alid  on  the  face  of  it 
can  be  impeached.]    The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  must 
be  considered  such  an  inferior  Court     It  is  not  denied 
that  if  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  properly  con- 
stituted  and   had  jurisdiction  their  judgment  would  be 
conclusive,  but  the  contention  is  that  the  Court  never  was 
properly  constituted  and  that  the  judgment  was  improperly 
obtained,  and  evidence  ought  to  be  admitted  to  show  this. 
ISmithy  J.    How  do  you  say  the  Court  ought  to  have  been 
constituted?]     Those  who  took  no  part  in  the  previouB 
proceedings  ought  alone  to  have  sat,  and  of  those  there 
were  sufficient  for  the  purpose. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  judgment  of  a  foreign 
Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  and  the  judgment  of  an 
inferior  Court  stand  on  the  same  footing:  Price  v.  Dew* 
hurst  (a).  In  that  case,  where  the  judges  abroad  were 
said  to  have  been  interested  parties,  Shcuiwell,  V.  C,  ob- 
served (p.  308)—"  I  apprehend  that,  wherever  it  is  mani- 
fest that  justice  has  been  disregarded,  and  that  the  parties 
are  merely  making  use  of  legal  proceedings  as  a  matter  of 
form,  for  the  purpose  of  doing  that  which  is  contrary 
to  all  notions  of  justice,  viz.,  of  deciding  for  theoiselves 
and  in  their  own  favour,  the  Court  is  bound  to  treat 
their  decision  as  a  matter  that  is  of  no  value  and  no 
substance."  The  language  of  Lord  JSllenborough  in 
Buchanan  v.  Rucker(b)  is  also  applicable  here.  lWilles,J* 
In  that  case  there  was  no  litigation  on  this  point,  and, 
therefore,  that  was  only  the  opinion  of  the  Judge.]  In 
JBasten  against  Carew  (c)  justices  had  made  an  order  under 

(d)  8  Simon,  279.  (6)  9  Eait,  192. 

(c)  3  B.  4-  C.  649. 
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the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  .t.  16,  giving  up  the  tenant's  premises  1866. 
to  the  landlord  of  a  deserted  farm,  and  in  trespass  against  wildes 
the  justices  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  was 
held  that  the  order  standing  unreversed  protected  the  jus- 
tices ;  but  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says,  at  page  653,  that  it  would 
not  protect  the  landlord.  The  numerous  cases  cited  by 
the  other  side  were  cases  by  way  of  indictment  or  action 
against  persons  acting  under  the  order,  and  are  not  there- 
fore applicable.  Thompson  v.  BlcLckhurst  (a)  shows  that  a 
judgment  of  a  County  Court  is  not  conclusive,  and  Taun- 
ton,  J.,  at  p.  273,  explains  the  reason.  There  the  order  was 
absolutely  void.  In  The  Queen  v.  Rand  {lb)  it  was  held, 
that  any  direct  pecuniary  interest,  however  small,  in  the 
subject-matter  of  inquiry,  disqualifies  a  justice  from  act- 
ing judicially  in  the  matter;  but  that  the  mere  possibility 
of  bias  in  favour  of  one  of  the  parties  does  not  ipso  facto 
avoid  the  justices'  decision.  The  effect  of  this  decision  is 
that  in  such  cases  the  judgment  is  not  merely  voidable  but 
void.  In  Reg.  v.  Dean,  ^c.  of  Rochester  (c)  part  of  the 
argument  of  Sir  Frederick  Thesiger  is  applicable  to  this 
case ;  at  p.  26,  after  referring  to  Dominus  Rex  v.  JEpis- 
copum  Chester  {d),  he  observes,  that  even  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament making  a  man  a  judge  in  his  own  case  would 
be  void  as  against  natural  equity,  and  cites  Day  v. 
Savadge  (e). 

Here,  unquestionably,  the  magistrates  were  interested 
parties :  first,  pecuniarily ;  secondly,  as  prosecutors ;  and, 
thirdly,  as  witnesses.  It  was  therefore  a  void  tribunal 
from  the  beginning.  It  is  true  that  the  Queen  is  prosecutor 
in  all  cases  of  a  criminal  nature ;  but  in  Bacons  Abridg- 
ment, tit.  Courts,  B.,  it  is  laid  down  that  "  the  King  him- 
self, though  he  be  intrusted  with  the  whole  executive 
power  of  the  law,  cannot  sit  in  judgment  in  any  Court,  but 

(a)  1  Nev.  4-  Man.  266.  (d)  2  Sir.  797. 

(6)  7  B.Sf  S  297.  (e)  Hob.  85,  87. 

(c)  17  Q.B.I. 
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1866.       his  justice  and  the  laws  must  be  administered  according  to 
Wildes       the  power  committed  to  and  distributed  among  his  several 
RuB^sELL.     Courts  of  justice/'     It  has  been  argued  that  the  necessity 
of  the  case  requires  that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
should  adjudicate  in  a  case  where  they  are  interested,  there 
being  no  other  tribunal  established.     But  further  on,  under 
the  same  title  in  BacofCs  Abridgment^  it  is  said,  ''No 
person  can  be  a  judge  in  his  own  cause,  but  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  Common  Pleas  may  bring  an  action  in  that 
Court,  but  then  the  entry  must  be  special,  viz*  pladia 
coram  Johanne  Blencow  milite/'  &c.;  and  the  author  add% 
in  a  note,  the  mayor  of  Hereford  was  "  laid  by  the  heeh*' 
for  sitting  as  judge  in  his  own  cause,  though  by  the  charter 
he  was  sole  judge  of  the  Court,  citing  Salkeld^  396.   A 
number   of   cases   bearing  on   this    point    are   cited  in 
Broom's  Legal  Maxims^  at  p.  11 1.     In  Dimes  v.  The  Pro- 
prietors of  the  Orand  Junction  Canal  (a).  Lord  Campldl 
observes  (p.  793)  ''  it  is  of  the  last  importance  that  the 
maxim,  no  man  is  to  be  judge  in  his  own  cause,  should 
be  held  sacred.     And  that  is  not  to  be  confined  to  a  cause 
in  which  he  is  a  party,  but  applies  to  a  cause  in  which  be 
has  an  interest."     [Byles,  J.,  referred  to  The  Queen  ▼. 
Aberdare  Canal  Company  (i).]    In  Broom's  Legal  MaxiMy 
4th  ed.  118,  under  the  maxim,  "  Nemo  debet  esse  judex  in 
propria  sua  causa,*'  the  doctrine  upon  this  subject  is  laid 
down  with  great  care,  and  among  the  cases  not  ahready 
cited  are  Brookes  v.  Earl  of  Rivers  (c)  and  The  Earl  (jf 
Derby's  case  (d). 

With  reference  to  the  argument,  that  this  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  judgment  in  rem,  in  the  first  place  it  was  notso 
in  fact,  and  next,  if  it  were,  it  is  impeachable  on  the  ground 
of  fraud. 

WiLLEs,  J.     This  was  an  action  brought  for  money  had 

(fl)  3  ff.  L  Cus.  759.  (c)  Hardr.  503. 

(6)  14  Q.  B.  854.  (d)  12  Rep.  114. 
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and  received  to  try  the  question,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  Mr,  1866. 
WUdeSf  or  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Russell,  was  entitled  to  the  wildes 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Kent    At  «• 

,  Russell. 

the  trial  the  question  was  raised  whether  the  removal  of 
Mr.  Wildes,  who  formerly  held  that  office,  by  the  justices 
at  Quarter  Sessions,  was  a  valid  removal.  Mr.  Wildes, 
being  clerk  of  the  peace,  appears  to  have  claimed  a  right 
to  receive  certain  fees,  which  right  was  contested,  and  the 
justices  appear  to  have  entertained  an  opinion  adverse  to 
hb  claim ;  whereupon  he  applied  for  and  obtained  a  writ 
of  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  Kent,  ordering  the  pay- 
ment, or  that  they  should  do  what  was  necessary  towards 
the  receipt  by  him,  of  those  fees.  Certain  of  the  justices 
actmg  on  the  part  of  .the  whole  of  a  large  and  fluctuating 
body,  as  is  usual  in  such  cases,  made  a  return  to  the  man- 
damus, and  resisted  the  litigation  thereby  instituted,  and 
they  employed  for  that  purpose,  as  their  attorney,  a  Mr. 
Scudamore.  That  litigation  was  settled  by  a  compromise, 
and  a  bill  of  costs  became  payable  to  Mr.  Scudamore.  I 
think  it  unnecessary  for  the  decision  of  this  case  to  con- 
sider whether  Mr.  Scudamore  could  have  recovered  that 
bill  of  costs  against  the  justices  who  made  the  return, 
personally,  or  whether  the  circumstances  were  not  such 
that  he  must  have  understood  that  his  costs  would  be  paid 
by  them  out  of  the  county  rate :  suffice  it  to  say  that  a  bill 
of  costs  was  incurred  that  was  payable  to  Mr.  Scudamore, 
and  that  it  came  under  the  consideration  of  the  Finance 
Committee.  That  committee  appear  to  have  been  satisfied 
with  the  bill  of  costs,  and  to  have  considered  that  as  the 
defence  of  the  proceedings  under  the  mandamus  was  a 
proceeding  in  which  the  county  was  interested,  and  as 
it  determined  a  question  which  affected  its  funds,  the 
costs  of  the  defence  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  county 
rate.  Accordingly,  they  recommended,  and  their  recom- 
mendation was  acted  on  by  the  Sessions,  that  the  bill  of 
costs  should  be  paid.     Now,  assuming  that  to  have  been 
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1866.       ^  valid  order,  it  became  the  duty  of  Mr.  Wildes  as  the  clerk 

Wildes       ^^  ^^^  peace  to  enter  it,  and  make  out  a  certificate  or  order 

V-  to  the  treasurer  by  means  of  which  Mr.  Sctuiamore  might 

Russell.  .  , 

obtain   the  amount.     Mr.  Wildes,  however,  resisted  the 
order  of  the  justices ;  he  refused  to  enter  it  or  to  make  out 
the  necessary  document  for  the  receipt  of  the  amount  from 
the  treasurer,  and  he  did  so  at  the  time  upon  several  groands 
which  were  detailed  in  his  report  to  the  justices ;  more  par- 
ticularly that  the  costs  having  been  incurred  by  individuals 
were  not  costs  that  ought  to  form  a  charge  upon  or  be  paid 
out  of  the  county  rates,  and  that  no  bill  of  costs  made  out 
with  items  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  had 
passed  had  been  produced,  but  only  an  abstract,  and  that 
an  order  made  thereupon  had  not  been  made  upon  proper 
consideration,  and  that  it  was  not  an  order  that  should 
bind  the  county.    Even  assuming  the  first  objection  was 
invalid,  I  do  not  find  that  at  that  time  Mr.  TFi^/m  raised 
the   point   that   was   mentioned   by   his  counsel  on  the 
argument  before  us,  namely,  that   although   the  justice^ 
generally  might  have  allowed  the  bill  to  be  paid  out  of  tli^ 
county  rates  as  accessory  to  a  question  in  which  the  coant-;3 
was  interested,  yet  that  a  certain  portion  of  those  costs  ha-^ 
been  incurred  not  in  the  regular  defence  of  the  mandamu 
but  by  reason  of  contumacy  in  not  acting  upon  the  coi 
promise  that  had  been  entered  into,  and  that,  therefore, 
all  events  those  costs  ought  to  have  been  disallowed, 
that  the  order,  although  generally  right,  was  in  that  pa.    ^' 
ticular  wrong.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  it  would  ha^^^ 
made  a  difference  in  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed  upcr^o 
the  case  had  he  done  so,  for  the  reasons  which  I  shall  pi^-*** 
sently  mention.     He  made  his  explanation  and  the  justie  ^^ 
adhered    to   their   opinion  that  the  order  was  valid,  a^nd 
Mr.  Wildes  adhered   to  his  opinion   that  the  order  w^^w 
invalid,  and  then  he  still  refused  to  register  the  order     ^^ 
to  act  upon  it  as  the  officer  of  the  Sessions.    That  bei  ^^g 
so,  his  refusal  was  referred   to  the  Finance  Committ^?^ 
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That  committee  appear  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  1866. 
that  there  had  been  a  misdemeanor  by  Mr.  Wildes  in  his  Wiloes 
oflSce  in  respect  of  his  contumacious  treatment  of  the  order 
of  the  Court,  and  to  have  recommended,  if  I  may  call  it 
80y  that  a  prosecution  should  be  instituted  against  him, 
and  that  that  prosecution  should  be  taken  up  by  the 
county  treasurer,  who  should  present  to  the  Court  the 
statement  of  the  offence  for  which  it  was  proposed  that 
Mr.  Wildes  should  be  removed  from  his  ofEce.  Accordingly 
the  treasurer  made  out  a  statement  of  the  grounds,  and 
that  statement  was  brought  before  the  Court  of  Sessions  by 
way  of  information  for  a  misdemeanor  by  Mr.  Wildes  in 
bis  office.  The  Sessions  adjudged  that  he  was  guilty  of 
such  misdemeanor,  and  that  in  respect  thereof  he  should 
be  removed.  The  custos  rotulorum  thereupon  appointed 
Mr.  Russell  the  Defendant,  and  Mr.  Wildes,  being  dis- 
satisfied with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
brought  this  action  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  it. 

At  the  trial  these  facts  with  certain  others  (which  I  can 
more  conveniently  refer  to  in  the  course  of  the  judgment 
with  reference  to  those  parts  of  the  case  which  they  espe- 
cially affect)  having  been  opened  by  Mr.  Chambers,  the 
counsel  for  Mr.  Wildes,  Mr.  Bovill,  as  counsel  for  the  De- 
fendant, stated  that,  assuming  all  the  facts  were  proved, 
he  should  insist  that  they  did  not  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  that  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  General  Quarter 
Sessions  was  conclusive,  that  it  could  not  be  inquired  into 
by  a  jury,  and  that  by  that  judgment  Mr.  Wildes  must 
be  taken  conclusively  to  have  been  removed  from  the  office, 
and  therefore  incapable  of  maintaining  the  present  action 
in  respect  of  fees  after  such  removal.  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice  assented  to  that  argument,  and  the  present  rule  has 
been  obtained  to  set  aside  the  non-suit  which  my  Lord  in 
that  view  of  the  law  and  facts  then  directed. 

The  Court  have  now  heard  an  argument  on  both  sides 
which  I  may  say  for  myself  has  given  me  the  greatest 
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1866.  assistance ;  and  it  is  a  very  great  satisfaction  in  determiniDg 
Wildes  ^  case  of  such  importance  to  be  sure  that  all  the  rdevant 
topics^  and  all  the  main  authorities  that  could  have  been 
adduced  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  have  been  brought 
forward.  If  after  having  heard  the  case  so  thoroughly 
investigated  as  it  has  been  we  had  entertained  any  seriom 
doubt  as  to  what  our  decision  ought  to  be,  we  should  have 
taken  time  to  consider,  but  as,  in  common  with  my  learned 
Brothers  who  were  not  at  the  trial,  I  have  come  clearly  to 
the  conclusion  I  am  about  to  pronounce,  I  do  not  see  wby 
we  should  delay  giving  judgment. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  course  taken  by  my  Lord  at 
the  trial  was  a  right  course,  and  that  the  rule  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged.  A  yariety  of  ques- 
tions have  been  presented  to  us  for  decision,  and  probably 
it  would  be  better  that  I  should  go  through  them  in  the 
order  in  which  they  have  been  presented.  In  the  fint 
place  I  will  refer  to  the  section  of  the  statute  upon  the 
construction  of  which  our  judgment  roust  proceed ;  namelyi 
the  1st  WiU.  ^  Mar.  c.  21,  s.  6,  by  which  authority  is 
conferred  on  the  justices  to  disroiss  any  clerk  of  the  peace, 
already  appointed  or  to  be  nominated,  who  shall  misdemeao 
himself  in  the  execution  of  the  office.  The  statute  points 
out  the  course  of  proceeding,  that  is,  they  shall  make  a 
charge  in  writing  of  such  misdemeanor,  which  ''shall be 
exhibited  against  him  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  their 
General  Quarter  Sessions,"  and  then  "  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  justices,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time 
to  time,  upon  examination  and  due  proof  thereof,  openly 
in  their  said  General  Quarter  Sessions,  to  suspend  or  dis- 
charge him  from  the  said  office."  Then  the  section  goes 
on  to  point  out  the  consequences.  First,  that  the  office 
is  void  by  such  dismissal ;  secondly,  that  in  such  case  the 
custos  rotulorum  may  appoint  a  new  clerk  of  the  peace; 
and  thirdly,  that  in  case  before  the  next  General  Quarter 
Sessions   the    custos  rotulorum    shall    neglect  or  refuse 
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k)  appoint  a  new   clerk  of  the  peace,   the  justices  in        1866> 
Sessions    shall    do   so    in  his    stead.      Now   upon   that       Wildes 
section  the  first  question   is  whether  there   was   a  mis-      Russ'ell. 
demeanor  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  upon 
that  I  own  I  am  unable  to  bring  myself  to  entertain  any 
doubt     The  meaning  of  misdemeanor  in  office  is  to  be 
found  in  ComyvLS  Digest^  title  Officer,  K  3 :  it  does  not 
mean  misdemeanor  within  the  criminal  law,  but  it  means 
any  improper  conduct,  such  as  gross  negligence  or  non- 
user  or  bad  user  in  the  office.     Unquestionably,  there- 
fore, an  absolute  and  contumacious  refusal  to  enter  an 
order  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  a  misdemeanor 
in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace.     I  entirely  agree  that 
a  mere  inadvertent  omission   to  obey  the  order,  a  mere 
delay  in  entering  it  in  a  case   of  doubt  arising   in   the 
mind  of  a  clerk  of  the  peace  as  to  whether  it  is  a  lawful 
order,  or  a  strong  remonstrance  by  him  to  the  justices 
against  entering  an  order  which  appeared  to  him  to  be 
contrary  to   law,  would   not   be  a   misdemeanor  in  his 
office.     Any  honest  refusal  or  mere  inadvertence  would 
clearly  be  insufficient  to  void  a  freehold  office,  an  office 
held  during  good  behaviour.     But  supposing  the  justices 
were  to  make  an  order  which  in  their  view  of  the  law  was 
a  right  and  lawful  order,  and  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
after  remonstrating  with  them  and  failing  to  satisfy  them 
that  they  had  done  wrong,  was  to  refuse  to  enter  it;  or 
supposing  he  was  to  refuse  to  make  a  record  of  a  sentence 
which  he  thought  was  illegal  because  it  awarded  hard 
labour,  whereas  the  justices  upon  the  construction  of  stat 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  8.  13,  which  has  given  rise  to  con- 
siderable question  as  to  what  offences  are  exempt  from  hard 
labour,  should  think  that  they  had  power  to  award  it — if  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  should  take  on  himself,  being  the  mere 
secretary  of  the  Court,  to  refuse  to  enter  a  judgment  which 
they  upon  consideration,  and  after  hearing  what  was  to  be 
said,  insisted  that  it  was  right  to  enter,  I  apprehend  that 
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1866.  ^^^^  would  be  clearly  a  misdemeaDor  in  his  oiBce.  There 
^j^jjj.^  would  be  an  end  to  all  discipline  if  conduct  like  that  were 
„   »•  permitted.    The  proper  course  would  be  to  leave  it  to  the 

Russell. 

Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  has  control  over  inferior 
jurisdictions,  to  determine  whether  the  order  or  judgment 
was  right  or  wrong,  but  not  for  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  set 
himself  up  as  a  Court  of  Appeal  in  error  over  those  whom 
the  law  has  in  the  administration  of  justice  made  his  su- 
periors. I  therefore  think,  that  if  Mr.  Wildes^  howe?er 
properly  he  may  have  conceived  himself  to  be  acting  in 
refusing  to  proceed  on  the  order  of  the  justices,  positively 
refused  to  act  upon  it,  setting  himself  up  as  the  master,  so 
to  speak,  of  his  masters,  he  was  committing  a  misdemeanor 
in  the  execution  of  his  office.  As  to  whether  he  was  rigbi 
in  refusing  to  enter  the  order  in  question,  it  must  not 
taken,  if  I  pass  over  that  part  of  the  case  without  furth( 
remark,  that  I  see  any  objection  whatever  to  the  order  o —  t 
the  justices.  Apart  from  what  was  suggested  as  to  a  por —  " 
tion  of  the  bill  being  improperly  incurred,  which  I  lay  asid^  c 
because  Mr.  Wildes  did  not  rely  upon  it  at  the  time,  I  hav»  ^•c 
yet  to  learn  whether  costs  necessarily  incurred  about  county -^y 
business  are  to  be  borne  by  the  magistrates,  who  nominally  Mj 
may  be  personally  interested,  but  who  really  represent 
county  in  the  litigation.  I  should  think  that  whatev< 
economy  it  might  be  to  the  county  to  refuse  to  pay 
costs,  it  might  afterwards  find  itself  very  much  at  fault 
discover  persons  who  would  take  up  its  interest ;  and 
King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Essex  (a)  is  abundant  authorit 
to  show  that  there  is  no  such  general  rule  as  Mr.  Wild»^^^ 
appears  to  have  relied  upon;  namely,  that  persons  wl 
come  forward  for  the  county  are  to  incur  the  costs  ii 
dividually,  and  that  the  county  fund  cannot  in  any 
be  made  liable.  At  all  events  it  is  enough  to  say  that  i^Mtie 
justices  having  determined  the  question,  and  he  haviarv^ 

(a)  4  r.  R.  591. 
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refused  to  act  upon  their  decision,  laid  himself  open  to  the  1866. 
proceedings  that  were  taken  against  him,  if  those  proceed-  wildeb 
iogs  should  be  properly  instituted.  ^* 

The  next  remark  to  be  made  upon  sect.  6  is  with  re- 
ference to  the  mode  in  which  the  complaint  should  be 
instituted,  and  it  says  any  complaint  or  charge  in  writing 
of  such  misdemeanor  shall  be  exhibited  against  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  to  the  justices  in  the  General  Quarter  Sessions. 
Of  course  the  6th  section  is  not  dealing  exclusively  with  a 
case  in  which  a  misdemeanor  should  consist  of  a  contempt 
of  the  justices.  There  might  be  a  case  (far  be  it  from  me 
to  say  that  this  is  such,  because  it  is  farthest  from  it) 
in  which  the  clerk  of  the  peace  might  claim  from  some 
person  a  fee  to  which  by  law  he  was  not  entitled,  and  the 
person  feeling  himself  aggrieved,  and  finding  that  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  would  not  listen  to  the  reasons  that  he  ad- 
vanced, might  out  of  his  own  head  as  a  private  prosecutor 
institute  a  proceeding  under  this  section  by  a  charge  in 
writing  to  be  laid  before  the  justices.  That  charge  in 
writing  has  two  objects.  First,  to  give  formality  to  the 
proceedings,  and,  secondly,  to  give  the  accused  person  a 
notice  of  what  he  has  to  meet  In  the  case  that  I  have 
supposed,  the  charge  would  come  just  like  the  charge  of  a 
private  prosecutor  before  magistrates  or  a  Court  which  had 
power  to  try  it,  but  also  there  may  be  cases  where  the  mis- 
demeanor complained  of  may  affect  the  Court  itself,  which 
may  be  known  to  the  Court  first  and  to  the  Court  only,  as 
in  the  instance  of  some  contumacy  or  contempt  of  Court. 

The  authority  to  which  I  have  referred  is  clear  to  the 
effect,  that  such  a  misdemeanor  is  equally  within  the  section 
as  a  misdemeanor  which  consists  of  some  improper  conduct 
of  some  ])ersons  altogether  independent  of  the  Court.  How 
is  that  misdemeanor  to  be  dealt  with  ?  ''A  complaint  and 
charge  in  writing  of  such  misdemeanor  shall  be  exhibited 
against  him  to  the  justices  of  the  peace."  Who  is  to  ex- 
hibit it?     Of  course  any  person  who  has  an  interest  in 
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1866.        doing  so.     I  should  have  thought,  looking  to  the  course  of 
WuIdes       proceedings  under  similar  statutes,  that  the  Court  itself 
Russell       "Qig^^  of  ^^^cir  own  motion  order  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  by 
a  rule  drawn  up  showing  in  writing  the  articles  of  complaint 
against  him,  and  call  upon  him  to  answer.     That  which  I 
have  referred  to  under  this  head  will  be  found  illustrated 
by  In  re  Bryant  (a).    There  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
acting  upon  stat.  21  Oeo.  2,  c.  17,  which  gave  power  to 
the  Court  to  remove  officers  of  the  King's  Prison  in  case 
of  improper  conduct  in  their  office,  appear  by  a  rule  \a 
have  exercised  their  jurisdiction, — I  was  going  to  say  tie 
same  as,  but  quite  analogous  to  the  jurisdiction  that  is  given 
to  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  the  present  case.     In  this  in- 
stance in  point  of  form  the  Court  did  not  so  proceed.   The 
Finance  Committee  appear  to  have  induced  the  treasurer, 
who  was  a  person  having  sufficient  interest  for  that  pur- 
pose, to  exhibit  the  charge ;  and  it  may  be  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  this  case  that  that  Committee  and  the  Court  of 
Sessions  itself  did  request  the  treasurer  to  bring  the  matter 
before  them. 

Now  arises  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  most  important 
question  in  the  case,  that  is  to  say,  whether  a  Court  which, 
or  some  members  of  which,  had  taken  the  course  in  di- 
recting the  prosecution,  was  a  Court  competent  to  dispose 
of  the  question,  and  whether  they  were,  in  the  sense  of  the 
maxim,  "judges  in  their  own  case," — judges  and  also 
parties, — and  whether  the  proceedings  were  therefore  voiA 

This  question  was  divided  into  three  heads  in  the  argu- 
ment for  the  Plaintiff.  It  was  said,  first,  that  pecuniary 
interest  existed  in  respect  of  those  justices  who  might 
otherwise  be  liable  to  Mr.  Scudamore;  secondly,  interest 
as  prosecutors  in  those  who  had  directed  the  treasurer  to 
present  the  complaint  in  writing  under  the  statute;  and, 
thirdly,  it  was  said  generally,  that  judgment  was  impro- 

(a)  4  T.  K.  716;  5  T,  R.  509. 
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perly  obtained.  With  respect  to  the  third  I  am  unable  to  1866. 
divide  it  from  the  others.  It  is  not  stated  that  any  fraud  Wildes 
was  committed,  that  any  of  the  persons  who  were  members  bussell. 
of  the  Court  really  used  any  artifice  or  disguise  to  defeat 
jostice,  apart  from  the  fact  of  their  being  either  pecuniarily 
interested  or  as  having  caused  the  prosecution  to  be  instituted. 
It  was  hardly  suggested,  except  in  so  far  as  these  particu- 
lars are  concerned,  that  the  Court  were  guilty  of  or  suspected 
of  actual  corruption.  I  must  therefore  throw  the  third  head 
entirdy  out  of  the  case  and  deal  with  the  others.  First,  with 
respect  to  the  pecuniary  interest,  certainly  the  justices  who 
adjudicated  were  persons  who  had  employed  Mr.  Scuda- 
wnort  in  the  proceedings  on  the  mandamus,  and  it  was 
said  that  they  were  parties  interested  in  obtaining  the 
order  to  pay  the  costs,  otherwise  they  would  be  per- 
sonally liable;  and  so  that  they  were  interested  in 
procuring  Mr.  Wildes  to  be  discharged  from  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  peace,  because  he  had  not  filed  that 
order  which  should  be  the  security  for  the  payment 
coming  out  of  the  county  rates  and  not  out  of  their  own 
pockets.  I  must  refer  to  what  I  have  already  said  on  this 
subject,  and,  in  addition,  I  must  express  my  opinion  that 
that  is  not  such  a  pecuniary  interest  as  would  make  the 
judgment  of  those  justices  void.  I  cannot  bring  myself  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  fact  that  persons  whose  costs  had 
already  been  paid  (because  the  costs  were  paid  notwith- 
standing the  not  filing  by  him  of  the  order)  retained  a  certain 
interest  by  reason  of  its  possibly  turning  out  that  the  case 
of  the  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Essex  {a)  would  be  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  costs  would  have  to  be  paid  out  of  their 
pockets  instead  of  out  of  the  county  rate,  created  such  an 
interest  as  would  make  their  judgment  void.  It  may  or 
may  not  have  been  wiser  that  they  should  not  have  been 
there ;  on  this  I  pronounce  no  judgment,  because  it  is  not 

(a)  4  r.  R,  591. 


720  TRINITY  TERM. 

1866.        within  the  direct  course  of  my  judicial  duty;  of  that  they 
Wildes       were  the  best  judges ;  but  that  it  was  lawful  that  they  should 
Russell.      ^^  there  is  the  proposition  which  is  alone  material  here. 
With  respect  to  the  other  question,  whether  they  were  dis- 
qualified by  being  prosecutors,  I  cannot  bring  myself  to 
entertain  any  doubt.     It  might  as  well  be  said  that  a  Judge 
who  perceives  on  the  depositions  reasonable  ground  for  a 
charge  in  respect  of  which  a  prisoner  ought  to  be  prosecuted 
and  convicted,  when  he  sees  none  for  conviction  for  the 
precise  offence  for  which  he  has  been  committed  by  the 
magistrates,  and  directs,  as  Judges  not  unfrequently  do, 
a  bill  to  be  sent  before  the  grand  jury  for  that  offence  for 
which  a  committal  ought  to  take  place,  ought  to  withdraw 
from   the  bench  and  send  some  other  person  to  try  the 
charge.    I  cannot  regard  the  justices,  who  so  to  speak  took 
notice  of  the  alleged  contumacy,  and  complained  of  and 
were  the  persons  who  suggested  that  the  prosecution  should 
be  instituted  in  respect  of  it,  as  persons  who  were  properiy 
called  '' parties"  to  it.     I  have  already  pointed  out  that, 
under  this  section,  in  the  event  of  the  custos  rotuhrm 
failing  before   the   next  Quarter  Sessions   to  appoint  a 
new  clerk  of  the  peace  the  appointment  rests  in  the  joa- 
tices  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  themselves.    Therefore,  there 
is  no  case  in  which   in  a  proceeding  under  this  Act  it 
may   not  be   said  that  the  whole  body  of  justices  who 
presided  are  not  or  may  not  become  (if  the  custos  fail  to 
appoint)  interested  in  removing  the  present  clerk  of  the 
peace.     Those    remote   interests  which    have  been  sug- 
gested, consisting  of  the  probability  of  that  which  nobody 
as  a  matter  of  business  would   have  supposed  possible, 
namely,  that   the   county  should   not   pay  and  that  the 
justices  who  defended  must,  and  the  sort  of  bias  which 
might  be  supposed  to  rest  on  the  mind  of  persons  who 
may  have  directed  the  prosecution  (I  can  testify  that  a 
Judge  may  direct  a  prosecution  without  having  the  least 
bias  when  he  comes  to  try),  ought  not  to  be  conopared 
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with  the  positive  interest  given  by  the  appointment  under  1866. 
this  very  section  by  which  the  justices  are  to  act.  If  these  wildm 
justices  or  some  of  them  had  been  disqualified  by  reason  '• 

of  mterest  what  would  have  been  the  result  ?  Would  it  . 
have  been  that  all  their  proceedings  would  have  been  void  ? 
or  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench^  exercising  a  pre- 
rc^tive  jurisdiction  over  these  inferior  tribunals,  might 
have  interfered  to  prevent  any  injustice  being  done?  or, 
if  a  supposition  of  injustice  arose,  might  have  set  aside,  on 
certiorari,  the  order  that  the  justices  made.  The  cases  of 
Dimes  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Grand  Junction  Canal(a) 
and  Ranger  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  (Jb) 
are  conclusive,  and  satisfactory  to  show  that  not  only  by 
their  authority  but  by  their  reasoning  the  judgment  would 
not  be  void,  so  that  it  might  at  any  time  thereafter,  within 
six  years  from  any  receipt  of  fees,  be  questioned  by  the 
person  who  was  improperly  discharged,  after,  perhaps,  the 
evidence  upon  which  the  justices  proceeded  had  been  lost 
or  forgotten;  but  that,  until  proceedings  were  taken  to 
set  it  aside,  the  order  should  be  voidable  only  and  not  void. 
Nothing  can  be  stronger  to  show  that  that  was  the  opinion 
of  Lord  Wensleydale  when  he  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
consulted  Judges  in  the  first  of  those  cases,  as  pointing  out 
what  would  be  the  proper  course  to  adopt  in  taking  advan- 
tage of  such  an  objection  on  such  a  case  in  the  Court  of 
Record,  namely,  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  in  fact,  and  to 
suggest  as  error  that  the  Judge  was  an  interested  person.  1 
need  hardly  say  that  until  judgment  is  reversed  by  error  it 
stands  valid  and  justifies  what  is  done  in  the  mean  time.  Now 
assuming  that  this  judgment  stands,  what  is  the  effect  of 
it?  It  is  suggested  that  its  only  effect  is  as  between  the 
justices  and  Mr.  Wildes  (because  I  cannot  understand  any- 
thing else  by  the  expression  that  it  has  no  effect  upon 
ihird  parties).    Was  that  the  intention  of  the  statute  ?     Or 

(a)  3  fl.  L.  Cos.  759.  (6)  5  H.  L.  Cas.  72. 
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1866.       is  that  the  true  result  of  the  principle  applicable  to  the 
Wildes      judgment  of  Courts  of  competent  jurisdiction  ?    With  re- 
Russell,     g^^  ^^  ^^^  question  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  more 
than  one  authority,  and  that  is  the  judgment  of  this  Court 
in  the  case  of  Kemp  v.  Neville  {a),  in  which  the  case  of 
Oroenvelt  v.  Burmell(b)  was  cited  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  in  delivering  judgment  (p.  548);  and  the  dictum 
of  Holty  Chief  Justice,  with  respect  to  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  was  <uted  and 
adopted.     In  that  case,  which  was  an  action  by  a  doctor 
brought  to  test  the  validity  of  a  convictioa  by  the  College 
of  Physicians   for  malpractice.  Chief  Justice  Holtf  after 
stating  that  they  had  jurisdiction  first  over  the  person.of  the 
Plaintiff  because  he  had  practised  in  London,  and,  secondly, 
over  the  subject-matter,  namely,  the  unskilful  administratioD 
of  physic,  and,  thirdly,  over  the  fact  for  which  he  waft 
punished,  because  it  was  committed  within  the  jurisdictioi^ 
namely,  London^  goes  on  to  say  that  '^  where  a  man  baft 
jurisdiction  over  another  man  in  all  these  particulars,  it 
is  apparent  that,  whether  the  matter  of  fact  be  such  as  ift 
alleged  or  not,  it  is  not  traversable,  but  the  Plaintiff  is  ood- 
cluded." 

Now  a  variety  of  cases  have  been  referred  to  for  tbe 
purpose  of  showing  that  this  is  not  the  law  which  could  be 
applied  to  the  present  ca&e.  I  do  not  propose  to  refer  to 
more  than  two  of  them,  because  they  furnish  instances  aod 
illustrations  of  the  law  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff.  First,  with  respect  to  the  case  of  Price  ▼• 
Dewhurst  (c),  which  was  cited  by  Mr.  Gates.  That  at 
first  sight  appears  to  be,  not  an  authority  for  entering 
into  the  merits  of  the  proceedings  before  the  justices, 
because  that,  as  Mr.  Gates  properly  admitted,  is  imposftible) 
but  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  the  question  whether 
the  Court  was  properly  constituted,  in  effect  showing  a  dift* 

(a)  10  C.  B.,  N.  S.  523.  (6)  1  U.  Rc^.  454. 

[c)  8  Simon,  279. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  723 

tinction  between  the  present  case  in  respect  of  vices  alleged  1866. 
to  have  existed  in  the  constitution  of  the  Court  which  dis-  Wildes 
missed  Mr.  Wildes,  and  Dimes  r.  The  Proprietors  of  the  rumbll. 
Ghrand  Junction  Canal  (a)  and  other  cases  in  the  House 
of  Lords  which  were  referred  to.  Pricey.  Dewhurst  (b), 
however,  when  it  comes  to  be  considered,  does  not  sustain 
any  such  distinction.  It  is  a  somewhat  complicated  case. 
It  was  a  proceeding  to  enforce  the  distribution  of  the 
assets  of  a  testator  under  a  will,  he  having  died  domiciled 
in  Englandy  and  the  question  which  arose  was  what  the 
law  was  to  be  enforced  between  the  parties.  It  was 
obvious  that  the  place  of  this  man's  domicile  was  the 
place  which  generally  should  govern  the  distribution  of 
bis  assets,  and  so  accordingly  it  was  decided  by  the  Vice- 
CbaDcellor,  but  it  appeared  that  he  had  previously  lived 
at  St.  CroiXf  which  is  not  a  colony  of  this  country,  but 
a  Danish  island  in  the  West  Indies,  and  that  his  pro- 
perty to  be  distributed  was  there.  By  the  Danish  law 
there  is  what  is  called  a  Court  of  Dealing,  that  is,  a 
Court  by  which  it  would  be  determined  how  assets  upon 
a  testate  or  intestate  succession  should  be  distributed, 
from  which  Court  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Denmark.  It  seems,  or  it  was  alleged,  that  per- 
sons interested  could  by  a  certain  advertisement  and  cer- 
tain proceedings  under  the  Danish  law  constitute  themselves, 
although  interested  in  the  matter,  a  Court  of  Dealing,  and 
that  they  could  adjudge  how  the  assets  were  to  be  disposed 
of.  Certain  persons  interested  under  the  testator's  will  in 
that  case  did  meet  and  constitute  themselves  a  Court  of 
Dealing,  and  the  end  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Court 
was  that  they  awarded  that  the  law  of  domicile  should 
be  disregarded,  and  that  the  assets  should  under  the 
Banish  law  be  handed  over  to  them.  In  fact  they 
acted  as  judges,  and  the  end  of  it  was  that  they  took  the 

(a)  3  H.  L.  Cos.  759.  (6)  8  Simon,  279. 

3d2 


724  TRINITY  TERM. 

1866.       property  to  themselves.      Now   the  Vice-Chancellor  in 
Wildes       dealing  with  that  case  only  applies  the  principle  which 
Russell.     ^^'  ^^^^  referred  to  about  a  party  being  interested,  al- 
though the  party  in  that  case  was  something  more  than 
interested,  for  the.  end  or  the  beginning  of  those  proceedings 
were  intended  to  be  that  those  persons  who  acted  as  judges 
should  give  the  property  to  themselves.    There  is  nodonbt 
that  that  is  what  was  passing  in  the  mind  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  because  he  says  at  p.  302, ''  I  am  at  liberty  to 
do  this;  namely,  see  whether  a  judgment  obtained  abroad 
has  been  fraudulently  obtained  or  not;  and  I  apprehend 
that,  if  the  Court  finds  that  certain  proceedings  abroad  hsTe 
been  fraudulent,  then  it  is  at  liberty  to  deal  with  the  parties 
it  finds  before  it  and  the  subject  it  has  to  administer,  just 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  a  foreign  judgment  had  nefer 
taken  place."    That  is  nothing  more  than  was  decided  in 
the  House  of  Lords  in  the  well  known  case  where  a  person 
having  obtained  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Ireland,  the  Plaintiff  filed  against  him  a  bill  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  without  appealing  from  the  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  alleged  and  offered  to  profe 
that   the   decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  had  been 
obtained    by  a  fraud  on  the  Court,  and  it   was  finally 
held  (it  is  a  noted  case,  therefore  I  need  not  refer  to  it 
further)  that  the  bill  was  well  founded  without  an  appeal 
from  a  fraudulent  decree. 

The  only  other  case  to  which  I  shall  refer  is  Doe  d. 
Davy  V.  Saddon  (a),  also  cited  by  Mr.  Gates,  and  which 
appears  at  first  sight  to  apply  to  this.  I  have  abstained 
from  referring  to  the  numerous  cases  which  show  that 
where  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings  there  was  no 
jurisdiction,  or  where  in  the  case  of  the  inferior  or  foreign 
Court  there  was  the  want  of  notice  as  to  not  sommoo- 
mg  a  party,  and  where  there  was  an  absence  of  jnns- 

(a)  3  Dougloif  310. 
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diction  known  to  the  Judge,  though  not  appearing  on        1866. 
the  face  of  the  proceedings,  then  you  may  go  into  the       Wildes 
question  of  jurisdiction  and  you  may  call  in  question  the  ^- 

proceedings  of  the  Court.  Those  cases  stand  upon  grounds 
which  are  altogether  different  from  this.  In  Davi/  v. 
H{iddon{a),  it  appears  to  have  been  considered  by  the 
Court  that  corruption  in  one  of  the  trustees  of  a  school 
who  had  power  to  dismiss  the  schoolmaster,  might  be 
proved,  and  that  the  schoolmaster,  who  had  been  dis- 
missed by  the  Court  of  trustees  so  to  speak  because  it  was 
composed  in  part  of  such  corrupt  persons,  might  retain 
his  office.  I  think  that  that  would  resolve  itself  into  no- 
thing more  than  was  suggested  in  The  Queen  v.  Governors 
of  DarKngton  School  (b)  (in  which  I  believe  all  the  au- 
thorities on  this  subject  are  collected),  where  the  trustees 
had  power  to  dismiss  according  to  their  discretion,  but  the 
pleadings  raised  a  question  as  to  whether  there  were  sufficient 
grounds  for  dismissal,  assuming  they  were  bound  to  show 
a  sufficient  ground.  In  the  end  it  was  held  that  the  trus- 
tees had  a  discretionary  power  to  dismiss,  and  that  it  was 
not  material  to  prove  the  cause  they  alleged  in  their  plead- 
ings. The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  that  case  (p.  696) 
suggested  that  corruption,  or  anything  to  show  that  the 
judgment  of  the  trustees  was  not  a  real  judgment  on  the 
matter,  might  probably  have  been  given  in  evidence.  I 
take  it  that  Doe  d.  Davy  v.  Haddon  is  one  of  that  class  of 
cases  which  is  not  an  authority  to  show  that  in  a  collateral 
proceeding  you  can  void  the  judgment  of  a  competent  Court 
by  showing  ^hat  one  of  the  Judges  had  an  interest  in  the 
matter.  I  have  referred  to  that  case,  although,  for  the 
reasons  I  have  already  mentioned,  I  think  in  the  present 
one  the  justices  had  not  such  an  interest  or  such  a  bias  in 
the  matter  as  would  make  them  judges  in  their  own  cause. 
On  the  whole,  therefore,  having  considered  this  case  as 

(a)  3  Douglas,  310.  (6)  6  Q.  B.  682,  691. 
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1866.        its  importance  demanded  with  great  anxiety,  in  the  result 
Wildes       I  ^^  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  course  taken  by  my  Lord 
RuuRLL.      ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  right  and  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. 

Bylbs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  should  have 
abstained  from  adding  anything  after  what  has  been  said  by 
my  Brother  Willes,  except  that,  in  a  case  of  so  much  imports 
ance  to  Mr.  Wildes,  I  think  he  should  know  the  ground  oq 
which  the  judgment  of  every  member  of  the  Court  goes,  and 
should  be  satisfied  that  the  case  has  had  their  most  anxioos 
consideration.  It  cannot  be  disputed,  I  think,  that  this 
information  was  entertained  and  the  judgment  thereupon 
pronounced  by  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  created 
for  the  very  purpose  of  this  statute.  Therefore  the  first 
thing  we  have  to  inquire  into  is  whether  this  information 
is  good  on  the  face  of  it  ]  and  here,  so  far  as  I  can  collect, 
only  one  objection  arises.  It  is  said  that  it  does  not  charge 
any  misdemeanor  in  the  ordinary  and  popular  sense  of  that 
term,  that  is,  an  offence  for  which  a  man  is  liable  to  be 
prosecuted ;  but  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  word  ''  misde- 
meanor" in  the  6th  section  of  the  stat  1  WilL  ^  M,  c.2], 
is  to  be  read  in  connection  with  the  5th  section.  The  5th 
section  says,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  so  long  as  he  shall  "  well 
demean'*  himself  in  his  office,  and  sect.  6  says  that  in  the 
event  of  misdemeaning  himself,  then  a  complaint  and  chai^ 
in  writing  of  such  misdemeanor  shall  be  exhibited  against 
him  by  the  justices.  Those  two  expressions  "  well  demean" 
himself — qunmdiu  se  bene  gesserit — and  ^^misdemean" 
himself  are  correlative  expressions,  and  each  interprets  the 
other.  '' Misdemean  himself"  I  conceive  means  nothing 
more  than  this, — if  he  behaves  improperly  in  his  ofiSce.  If 
the  order  be  a  good  order,  which  the  judgment  on  this 
information  states  it  is,  and  he  wilfully  refused  to  obey 
it,  which  the  judgment  states  he  did,  then  the  judgment 
is  a  good  judgment  on  the  face  of  it.    The  next  ques- 
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tion  18,  can  it  be  impeached  by  extrinsic  evidence?  Now  1866. 
I  will  assume  for  the  purpose  of  to-day,  that  the  judgment  Wildes 
leven  by  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  may  be  im-  russell. 
peached  for  fraud  practised  on  the  Court,  or  for  corruption 
in  the  Court,  or  for  absence  of  jurisdiction,  or  for  violation 
of  natural  justice,  as  well  as  where  there  is  a  proceeding 
against  a  man  who  has  not  appeared  and  had  no  notice  of 
the  proceeding;  and  perhaps  some  other  cases  may  be 
suggested  in  which  the  question  may  arise.  I  will  assume, 
tfaereforei  that  if  the  interest  of  the  magistrates  could  be 
made  out,  the  judgment  might  be  impeached.  Now  had 
they  an  interest?  The  only  evidence  of  interest  was  in 
the  former  order  for  payment  of  the  bill.  I  agree  with 
all  that  my  Brother  Willes  has  said  on  that  subject, 
whidi  I  shall  not  repeat;  but  in  making  this  order,  dis- 
charging Mr.  Wildes  from  his  office,  I  do  not  see  that  the 
jttdges  had  any  pecuniary  interest.  The  only  interest  they 
could  possibly  have  had  is  the  getting  rid  of  an  obnoxious 
servant,  whereby,  if  the  custos  rotulorum  did  not  appoint 
a  new  clerk  of  the  peace,  the  patronage  of  appointing  a 
successor  would  be  by  the  words  of  the  statute  in  the  Court, 
which  is  an  interest  that  they  must  always  have  in  cases 
of  this  kind;  and  the  statute  which  gives  them  that  juris- 
diction confers  upon  them  that  interest — therefore,  that 
cannot  be  an  objection. 

Then  the  only  remaining  question  is  this  : — they  were 
judges,  can  they  also  be  prosecutors?  Now  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  this  is  a  proceeding  against  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  an  offence  committed  relating  to  the  business  of 
the  Court  It  seems  to  me  that  contumacy  to  the  Court 
may  properly  be  prosecuted  by  the  Court  itself.  There 
is  so  close  an  analogy  between  a  prosecution  of  this 
nature  and  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  contempt  that  I 
am  unable  satisfactorily  to  distinguish  it.  With  a  case  of 
contempt,  it  is  every-day  practice  that  the  Judge  himself 
suggests  the  offence,  and  it  is  inquired  into  before  him.     It 
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1866.       would  be  no  disqualification  I  apprehend  in  the  case  of  a 

Wildes       prosecution  of  an  inferior  officer  of  this  Court  for  miscon- 

RussELL.      <luct  in  his  office  if  the  Court  suggested  the  prosecution; 

and  in  the  event  of  the  success  of  the  prosecution  the  Court 

or  some  member  of  it  might  have  the  appointment  of  the 

successor. 

Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  think  that  the  informa- 
tion is  good  on  the  face  of  it:  no  pecuniary  interest  exists; 
the  only  other  interest  is  that  which  is  necessarily  given  by 
the  statute  which  creates  the  tribunal,  and  the  proper  per- 
sons to  prosecute  the  proceedings  were  the  Court  them- 
selves. At  one  time  it  certainly  did  occur  to  me  tbit 
perhaps  some  other  person  might  have  directed  the  pro- 
ceedings; but  on  full  consideration  I  do  not  think  that 
that  would  have  made  any  real  difference,  for  the  nomioil 
prosecutor  is  here  the  treasurer  of  the  county;  the  real 
prosecutors  would  have  been  just  as  much  the  Court  as 
they  are  now.  I  am  not  by  any  means  satisfied  that  the 
mode  adopted  by  the  Court  was  not,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  least  objectionable. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  scarcely 
urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  Mr.  Wildes,  in  the  able 
argument  they  presented  to  us,  that  the  charge  in  writing 
exhibited  against  him  did  not  disclose  matter  that  amounted 
to  misdemeanor  in  his  office  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Misdemeanor  there  means  not  a  criminal  indict- 
able misdemeanor :  it  means  merely  a  misbehaviour  in 
office ;  and  it  can  scarcely  be  contended  if  that  be  the 
construction  of  the  statute,  that  the  charges  in  writing 
alleging  the  contumacious  refusal  to  record  an  order  made 
by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  not  in  point  of 
fact  a  misbehaviour  in  his  office  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Whether  those  charges  were  proved  or  not  I 
abstain  from  giving  an  opinion ;  as  I  think  that  question  » 
not  before  us.   It  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  inquire  wbe- 
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Lher  the  evidence  before  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  1866. 
justified  their  finding  the  truth  of  the  charges  exhibited  Wildes 
Eigainst  Mr.  Wildes,  It  is  generally  an  attribute  of  all  RusrELL. 
adjudications  by  Courts  of  competent  jurisdiction  that 
they  are  conclusive  as  to  the  facts.  The  facts  cannot  be 
traversed.  The  contrary  was  not  contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  learned  counsel  for  Mr.  Wildes  on  any  ground 
that  would  deny  a  proposition  so  generally  known;  but 
it  was  contended  here,  that  we  might  inquire  into  the 
validity  of  the  order  because  the  Court  was  not  properly 
constituted,  and  that  therefore  the  order  under  the 
circumstances  was  invalid.  The  grounds  suggested  are 
grounds  which,  although  separable  in  terms,  are  in  this 
case  scarcely  distinguishable  in  principle ;  they  are  that  the 
justices  had  an  interest,  and  that  they  were  prosecutors. 
With  regard  to  their  having  an  interest  in  the  deter- 
mination to  which  they  came,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  find  what 
interest  they  had  in  the  dismissal  of  Mr.  Wildes  from  his 
office.  It  is  said  that  the  order  he  disobeyed  was  an 
order  which  might  have  aflTected  the  personal  interest  of  the 
justices,  but  that  is  not  so,  because  the  order  had  been 
made ;  and  whether  drawn  up  or  not  it  appears  to  have 
been  obeyed.  The  allegation,  therefore,  that  they  had  a 
pecuniary  interest,  seems  to  me  not  to  be  borne  out  by 
the  facts  which  are  brought  forward  in  support  of  it.  Then 
it  is  said  that  they  are  both  parties  and  judges.  They 
were  not  parties  unless  they  had  some  personal  interest. 
They  may  be  prosecutors ;  and  as  prosecutors  they  are  as 
much  exercising  public  duty,  as  when  they  are  deciding  as 
judges.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  maxim,  that  no  man 
can  be  a  judge  in  his  own  cause,  cannot  refer  to  a  state  of 
things  like  the  present,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case, 
the  parties  on  one  side  in  a  litigation  created  by  statute 
have  thrown  upon  them  the  duty  of  deciding  upon  the 
question  of  whether  there  has  been  a  misdemeanor  in  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace.     Supposing  the  clerk  of  the 
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1866.  peace  falsifies  the  records  of  the  Courty  is  it  to  be  said  that 
WiLDBs  the  Court  cannot  bring  him  before  themselves,  and  order 
Russell,  that  charges  shall  be  made  against  him  in  respect  of  an 
offence  of  that  kind  ?  If  it  is  to  be  done  in  such  caees, 
surely  the  same  principle  must  apply  to  other  offences  of  a 
less  degree.  If  they  may  be  prosecutors  by  the  statute 
they  are  not  only  competent  to  decide  it,  but  they  are  ex- 
clusively the  tribunal  to  determine  the  question  ;  and  they 
may  be  prosecutors  as  they  are  judges  by  necessity.  On 
these  grounds,  therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that  my  Lord 
was  right  in  ruling  as  he  did  ;  and  the  Defendant,  there- 
fore, is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  a»  still  of  the  same  opinion  that  I  held  at 
the  trial  when  I  directed  the  non-suit  The  reasons  have 
been  so  fully  assigned  by  my  learned  Brothers,  with 
which  I  entirely  concur,  that  I  cannot  usefully  add  a 
word. 

Judgment  for  Defendant. 
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NeEDHAM  v.  BrEMNER.  Ma'v  22! 


May  22. 


In  an  action  for  necessaries  supplied  to  the  Defendant's  wife  whilst  living  Hutband  and 
apart  from  bim,  to  which  the  Defendant  pleaded  only  never  indebted,  wife. 
the  defence  relied  on  was  the  adultery  of  the  wife,  which  it  was  sought  Action  for 
to  establish  conclusively  by  putting  in  a  record  and  proceedings  in  the  neeetsaries* 
Divorce  Court,  from  which  it  appeared  that  in  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Adultery, 
Defendant  against  bis  wife  for  dissolution  of  marriage,  the  jury  had  Judgment  qf 
found  the  adultery,  but  that  the  petition  had  been  dismissed  upon  the  Divorce  Court 
ground  that  in  a  cross  suit,  instituted  by  the  wife,  it  was  proved  that  not  altering 
he  also  had  committed  adultery.     Held,  that  as  the  judgment  of  the  ttatue  qfthe 
Divorce  Court  did  not  alter  the  status  of  the  parties,  it  was  not  con-  parties. 
elusive  evidence  of  the  adultery  of  the  Defendant's  wife,  as  between  Estoppel 
him  and  a  stranger. 

npHIS  was  an  action  brought  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court, 
London. 
The  declaration  contained  the  common  money  counts  for 
board,  lodging  and  attendance  and  other  necessaries  pro- 
vided by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  wife  of  the  Defendant;  and 
the  only  plea  was,  never  indebted.  On  the  trial  before 
Forsyth,  Q.  C.  (a),  it  was  conceded  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant, that  his  wife  was  living  apart  from  him,  and  that 
the  board,  &c.,in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought, 
were  necessaries;  but  it  was  insisted  that  he  was  not  liable 
upon  the  ground  that  his  wife  had  been  guilty  of  adultery 
before  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  In  support  of  this  the 
evidence  relied  upon  was  a  record  and  proceedings  in  the 
Divorce  Court,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  Defendant 
had  instituted  a  suit  in  that  Court  for  the  dissolution  of  his 
marriage  on  account  of  his  wife's  adultery  with  a  co- 
respondent, and  that  the  jury  on  the  trial  of  that  suit  had 
found  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  adultery ;  but  that  the 
Judge  ordinary  had  dismissed  the  petition  because  the  jury 
had  also  found  in  a  cross  suit,  instituted  by  the  Defendant's 
wife  against  him  for  a  divorce  for  adultery  and  criulty,  and 
which  was  heard  at  the  same  time  as  the  Defendant's  suit, 
that  be  also  had  committed  adultery. 

(a)  The  Recorder  was  absent  on  the  Jamaica  Commission. 


V. 

Bremnbr. 
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1866.  Upon  this  evidence  the  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict 

Needbam  for  the  Plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  20/.  7«. ;  but  re- 
served leave  to  the  Defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  him,  if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Divorce  Court  were  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  wife's  adultery. 

H.  James  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Nasmith  showed  cause. — The  Defendant's  petition  in 
the  Divorce  Court  was  dismissed ;  and  consequently  the 
proceedings  there  afford  no  evidence  of  the  wife's  adultery. 
But,  supposing  they  do,  it  is  only  between  the  same  parties 
or  their  privies  that  ft  judgment  upon  a  point  is  conclusire 
upon  the  same  matter,  and  it  should  then  be  pleaded  by 
way  of  estoppel.  In  Outram  v.  Morewood{a\  it  was  held, 
that  if  a  verdict  be  found  on  any  (act  or  title  distinctly 
put  in  issue  in  an  action  of  trespass,  such  verdict  may  be 
pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel  in  another  action  between  the 
same  parties  or  their  privies,  in  respect  of  the  same  iactor 
title.  Estoppels  do  not  hold  with  respect  to  strangers: 
Stephen  on  Pleading ^  5th  ed.  228 ;  Roscoe  on  JEvidenee, 
10th  ed.  167.  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  brought 
by  a  master  of  a  man-of-war  against  his  captain,  the  latter 
pleaded  that  he  imprisoned  the  Plaintiff  in  order  to  bring 
him  to  a  court-martial  for  disobedience,  &c.,  and  further 
that  the  imprisonment  took  place  in  consequence  of  charges 
brought  against  the  Plaintiff  by  a  superior  oflScer;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  sentence  of  a  court-martial,  held  to  in- 
vestigate the  charges,  could  not  be  received  as  conclua?e 
evidence  on  that  state  of  the  pleadings,  but  to  make  it  so, 
it  should  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel:  Hannaford  t. 
Hunn  (b) ;  The  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.  ▼• 
Guillou  (c).     [He  was  stopped.] 

(a)  3  EoiU  346.  (6)  2  C.  4*  P.  148. 

(f )  1 1  Af.  *  R^.  877, 
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H.  Jame$  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  first  difficulty  1866. 
in  the  Defendant's  way  is  that  there  is  no  plea  of.estoppel.  Needbam 
{ErUf  C.  J.  The  point  is  raised  under  nunquam  indebi-  Bremner. 
tatus.]  The  issue  was  whether  the  wife  was  the  agent  of 
the  husband  or  not.  The  Defendant  had  no  opportunity 
of  pleading  the  estoppel.  The  question  of  law  is  whether 
the  judgment  of  the  Divorce  Court  affected  the  status  of 
the  parties.  If  the  finding  of  the  jury  binds  the  husband 
and  wife  it  equally  binds  the  Plaintiff.  The  authorities 
are  collected  in  the  notes  to  The  Duchess  of  KingstorCs 
case,  2  Sm.  i.  C.  6th  edit  714,  where  it  is  said:— ** On 
the  same  principle,  a  sentence  in  a  matrimonial  suit  is 
conclusive,  for  it  is  an  adjudication  upon  the  status  of 
the  parties :  see  Dacosta  v.  Villa  Real  (a) ;  Bunting's 
case{b);  Kenn^s  case{c);  Meddowcroft  v.  Huguenin{d); 
Perry  v.  Meddowcroft  (c) ;  and  see  the  instances  of  sen- 
tences of  deprivation  collected  by  Lord  Holt  in  his  judg- 
ment in  Philips  v.  Bury{f).  But  it  is  otherwise  when 
the  suit  is  for  a  jactitation  of  marriage ;  for  there  the 
spiritual  court  does  not  intend  to  affect  the  status  of  the 
parties  by  its  decree,  but  merely  to  prevent  one  party  from 
falsely  asserting  that  a  marriage  happened  under  certain 
specified  circumstances.  See  The  Duchess  of  Kingston* s 
case,  and  quaere  as  to  Jones  v.  Bow  {g).  It  need  hardly 
be  added,  that  such  sentences  do  not,  any  more  than  the 
records  of  the  superior  Courts,  conclude  as  to  matters 
which  may  or  may  not  have  been  controverted.  See 
BlackhanCs  case  (Ji) ;  R,  v.  Inhab.  of  Wye  (i) ;  and  Reg.  v. 
Inhab.  of  Hartington  (A)."  It  must  be  conceded  that  in 
this  case  there  is  nothing  beyond  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
that  the  act  was  committed. 

(a)  2  5<r.  961.  (/)  2  T.  R.  346. 

(b)  4  Co.  29.  (g)  Carth.  225. 

(c)  7  Co,  42.  (h)  1  Saik.  290. 
id)  4  Moore  (Privy  CouDcil),  386.  (t)  7  Ad.  if  E.  772. 
(t)  10  Beoo.  122.  {k)  4  E.  ^  B.  780. 
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18G6. 


Needuam 

v. 
Bremner. 


Erlb,  C.  J.  I  think  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. The  judgment  in  the  Divorce  Court  did  not 
alter  the  status  of  the  married  pair^  and  therefore  does  not 
fall  within  the  cases.  Notwithstanding  the  finding  of  the 
jury  that  the  Defendant's  wife  had  done  wrong,  that  was 
merely  their  finding,  and  she  still  continued  to  be  his  wife. 
Their  verdict  might  be  binding  as  between  the  same  parties, 
but  is  not  binding  on  a  stranger. 

WiLLES;  Bylbs  and  Smith,  J  J.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Tuesday, 
June  5. 

Bankrupt, 
Action  for 
penalties. 
Arrest  for  debt, 
12  4-  13  Fict. 
c,  106,  s,  113. 
Attachment  for 
contempt  of    • 
order  by 
Court  of  Chan" 
eery  for  pay- 
ment of  money. 
Protection, 
Uability  qf  qffi. 
cerfor  detain- 
ing after  period 
necessary  for 
obtaining  copy 
of. 

Detention  in 
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Lees  v.  Newton. 

The  Plaintiff,  being  the  Defendant  in  a  Chancery  suit,  was  ordered  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  pay  certain  monies,  which  he  neglected  to  do ; 
and  he  was  subsequently  adjudicated  bani<rupt,  and  obtained  a  pro- 
tection order.  An  attachment  having  issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery aj^ainst  him  for  disobeying  its  order,  the  sheriff's  officer,  to 
whom  the  warrant  for  levying  execution  of  the  attachment  was  directed, 
arrested  him,  and,  notwithstanding  that  he  thereupon  produced  hit 
protection  and  demanded  to  be  discharged,  kept  him  in  custody  longer 
than  was  necessary  for  obtaining  a  copy  of  the  protection,  and  until  oo 
the  same  day  he  had  lodged  him  in  the  sheriff's  prison,  from  whence  be 
was  unable  to  procure  his  discharge  for  more  than  a  month.     Held: — 

1.  That  the  arrest  upon  an  attachment  for  contempt  of  an  order 

of  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  payment  of  money  was  an 
arrest  for  debt  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  12  &  IS  Vtetc, 
106,  s.  113. 

2.  That  as  the  officer  had  detained  (he  bankrupt  longer  than  was 

necessary  for  obtaining  a  copy  of  the  protection,  though  not 
for  an  entire  day,  he  was  liable  under  that  section  to  a  penalty 
of  5/.  for  one  day's  detention,  and  for  no  more. 

3.  That  after  the  bankrupt  had  been  lodged  in  the  prison,  the  sub- 

sequent detention  was  not  the  act  of  the  officer. 

fTlHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the 
-*-  Defendant,  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  under  the 
1 1 3th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act, 
1849  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106),  at  the  rate  of  6/.  per  diem 
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during  the  time  the  Plaintiflf  was  detained  in  custody  under       1866. 
the  circumstances  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and^  according  to        Lees 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  16  &  16  Vict.  c.      kewton. 
76,  s.  12,  the  following  case  was   stated  without  plead- 
ings:— 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1857,  one  Henry  Lees  filed  a 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  Plaintiflf  and  cer- 
tain other  persons,  and  thereby  prayed  that  the  Plaintiflf, 
who  was  the  executor  and  trustee  of  one  Robert  Lees  de- 
ceased, might  be  ordered  to  account  to  and  pay  over  to 
the  said  Henry  Lees  certain  large  sums  of  money  therein 
alleged  to  have  been  unaccounted  for  by  the  Plaintiff  as 
such  executor  and  trustee. 

On  the  I6th  of  February,  1865,  an  order  was  made 
in  the  cause  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  which  it  was 
ordered  that  the  Plaintiflf  should,  on  or  before  the  26th  of 
April,  1865,  pay  into  the  Bank  of  England,  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant  General  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  to  the  credit  of  the  before  mentioned  cause  of 
Lees  y.  Lees  and  others,  the  sum  of  31,1 10/.  Os.  Sd, ;  and 
interest  on  25,212Z.  IO5.  7d.,  part  thereof,  at  the  rate  of 
5L  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  25th  of  September,  1859 ; 
and  on  the  residue,  5,897Z.  IO5.  Id.,  at  the  rate  of  41.  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  3rd  of  December,  1864,  until 
the  day  of  payment  into  Court,  less  income  tax  on  such 
interest     The  Plaintiflf  did  not  pay  the  said  money. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1865,  the  Plaintiflf  was  duly 
adjudicated  bankrupt  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  Man- 
chester, on  a  creditor's  petition;  and  on  the  same  day 
obtained  a  protection  order,  whereby  it  was  certified  by  the 
Registrar  of  that  Court,  that  the  Plaintiflf  had  surrendered 
himself  under  the  adjudication,  and  protection  was  granted 
to  him  until  the  18th  May  of  the  same  year. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1865,  an  attachment  was  issued 
out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  Plaintiflf  for 
breach  of  the  order  made  the   16th  of  February,   1865. 
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^°^^*       This  was  directed  to  the  Chancellor  of  the  County  Pala* 
Lees        ^ine  of  Lancashire  or  his  deputy,  and  was  made  returnable 
Newton,     the  22nd  of  May ^  1865. 

On  the  2nd  of  May,  1866,  the  sheriff  of  Lancoikbre^ 
for  levying  execution  of  the  attachment  duly  made  bis 
warrant  thereon,  directed  to  the  now  Defendant  as  the 
bailiff  and  oflScer  of  the  sheriff,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
the  Defendant,  as  such  bailiff  and  officer,  to  be  executed; 
which  warrant  was  in  the  words  and  figures  followiog; 
that  is  to  say, — 

"  Lancashire,  to  wit. 

'*  William  Preston,  Esq.,  sheriff  of  the  said  county,  to 
the  keeper  of  the  gaol  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  also 
to  Martin  Newton,  and  Henry  MapUston  my  bailiff  for 
this  Turn  only,  gi*eeting.  By  virtue  of  her  Majesty's  writ,  to 
me  directed  and  delivered,  I  command  ye  and  every  of  yoo 
jointly  and  separately  that  ye  or  some  of  you  attach  Samud 
Lees,  so  that  I  may  have  him  before  her  Majesty  in  ber 
Court  of  Chancery  on  the  22nd  day  of  May  instant,  where 
soever  the  said  Court  shall  then  be,  there  to  answer  to  ber 
Majesty  as  well  touching  a  contempt  which  he  as  it  is 
alleged  hath  committed  against  her  Majesty,  as  also  such 
other  matters  as  shall  be  then  and  there  laid  to  his  charge. 
And  further  to  perform  and  abide  such  order  as  ber 
Majesty's  said  Court  shall  make  in  this  behalf;  and  here- 
of fail  not.  And  what,  &c.  And  have,  &c.  Given  under 
the  seal  of  my  office  this  2nd  day  of  May,  1865.  Beware 
the  Defendant  be  not  privileged  or  protected.    Upon  a 

writ  sealed  the  same  day, 

"  By  the  Court 

"  By  the  Sheriff. 

"  For  breach  of  an  order  dated  the  16th  day  of  Februarj, 
1866,  made  in  a  cause  wherein,**  &c.,  [following  the  form  of 
the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.] 

On   the  3rd   of   May,   1865,   the   Defendant  arrested 
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the  Plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  warrant,  and  the  Plaintiff       1866. 
thereupon  produced  his  protection  to  the  Defendant  and         Lees 
demanded  to  be  discharged ;  but  the  Defendant  would  not     newtom. 
discharge  the  Plaintiff  from  the  arrest,  but  kept  him  in 
custody  longer  than  was  necessary  for  obtaining  a  copy 
of  such  protection,  and  until  the  Defendant  on  the  same 
3rd  of  Moji^  1865,  took  the  Plaintiff  in  custody  to  and 
delivered  him  to  the  gaoler  of  Lancaster  Castle,  the  same 
bemg  the  prison  of  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire ;   and  the 
Plaintiff  thenceforth  remained  and  was  in  the  custody  there 
of  the  gaoler  until  he  was  discharged. 

On  the  following  day  (4th  of  May\  the  Defendant 
was  served  by  Messrs.  Sale  &  Co.,  as  attomies  for  the 
Plaintiff,  with  the  following  notice,  together  with  a  copy 
of  the  Plaintiff's  protection  order  above  mentioned  annexed 
thereto : — ''  As  attomies  for  and  on  behalf  of  Samuel  Lees, 
who  has  been  illegally  arrested  by  you  under  k  warrant 
from  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire,  we  do  hereby  give  you 
notice,  that  the  said  Samuel  Lees  was  on  the  27th  day  of 
April  last  duly  adjudicated  bankrupt  in  her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Manchester  District,  and 
protection  from  process  was  there  granted  to  him;  and 
which  protection  was  duly  produced  and  shown  to  you 
when  making  such  arrest.  And  we  further  give  you  notice 
and  require  you  forthwith  to  release  and  discharge  the 
said  Samuel  Lees ;  and  in  default  thereof,  and  so  long  as 
you  shall  continue  to  illegally  detain  him,  we  shall  require 
from  you  the  sum  of  6/.  daily  and  every  day,  being  the 
penalty  provided  by  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation 
Act,  1849.  Dated  this  4th  day  of  May,  1865. —Yours, 
&C., — Sale,  Worthington^  Shipman,  Seddon  &  Sale.  To 
the  sheriff  o{  Lanauhire,  Mr.  Martin  Newton,  his  officer, 
and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern." 

On  the  same  4th  of  May,  the  Plaintiff  showed  his  pro- 
tection to  the  gaoler  and  demanded  to  be  discharged,  but 
he  would  not  discharge  the  Plaintiff. 

▼OL.  I. — c.  p,  3  E 
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1866.  On  the  13th  of  May,  1866,  the  Plaintiff  made  an  appli- 

Lbes  cation  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  Manchester  for  his 
Newton,  discharge  from  custody.  This  application  was  opposed  on 
behalf  of  Henry  Lees,  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cause  of  Lees  v. 
Lees  and  others ;  and  the  commissioner  in  the  said  Court 
of  Bankruptcy  refused  to  discharge  the  Plaintiff,  upon  the 
ground  that  he,  being  in  custody  under  an  attachment  out 
of  Chancery,  the  gaoler  of  Lancaster  Castle  would  not  be 
justified  in  releasing  him. 

On  the  2nd  of  June,  1865,  the  Plaintiff,  having  beeo 
brought  before  the  commissioner,  passed  his  last  exami< 
nation,  and  an  order  of  discharge  under  his  bankruptcy 
was  granted  to  him ;  and  an  application  was  then  made 
to  the  commissioner  for  the  discharge  of  the  Plaintiff 
from  such  custody :  but  the  commissioner  refused  on  the 
same  ground  as  before  by  him  stated. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1865,  a  motion  was  made  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  for  the  discharge  of  the  Plaintiff  from 
such  custody,  and  His  Honor,  after  hearing  counsel  on  both 
sides,  ordered  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  discharged  out 
of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire,  as  to  bk 
contempt  for  non-payment  of  the  said  sums  of  money; 
and  the  Plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  was  therefore 
discharged  on  the  8th  day  of  June,  1865,  having  been  in 
custody  as  aforesaid  on  and  since  the  3rd  of  May, 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were,  whether, 
under  these  circumstances,  such  a  detention  of  the  Plain- 
tiff took  place  as  that  the  Defendant  had  forfeited  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  his  own  use,  under  the  statute  12  &  13  Vict* 
c.  106,  s.  113,  the  sum  of  5/.  for  the  3rd  of  May,  and  the 
like  sum  for  every  or  any  and  how  many  of  the  subse- 
quent days  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  8th  of  June. 

Field  (Holker  with  him)  for  the  Plaintiff.— On  the  27th 
April,  protection  for  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered  till  the  18th 
May ;  but  on  the  3rd  May,  notwithstanding  that  he  pro- 
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doced  his  protection,  he  was  arrested  by  the  Defendant  1866. 
and  delivered  by  him  to  the  gaoler  of  Lancaster  Castle,  lbeii 
and  there  detained  till  the  8th  June.  Under  stat  12  kewton. 
k  13  Vict.  c.  106,  8.  113,  the  Defendant  is  liable  to 
pay  a  penalty  of  5/.  per  day  for  the  whole  period  of  the 
Plaintiff's  detention.  The  II 3th  sect,  enacts,  ''That  if 
any  bankrupt  shall  be  arrested  for  debt,  or  on  any  escape 
warrant  in  coming  to  surrender,  or  shall  after  his  surrender 
and  while  protected  by  order  of  the  Court  be  so  arrested, 
he  shall,  on  producing  such  protection  to  the  officer  who 
shall  arrest  him,  and  giving  such  officer  a  copy  thereof,  be 
immediately  discharged ;  and  if  any  officer  shall  detain  any 
such  bankrupt  after  he  shall  have  shown  such  protection 
to  him,  except  for  so  long  as  shall  be  necessary  for  obtain- 
ing a  copy  of  the  same,  such  officer  shall  forfeit  to  such 
bankrupt,  for  his  own  use,  the  sum  of  five  pounds  for  every 
day  he  shall  detain  such  bankrupt,  to  be  recovered  by 
action  of  debt  in  any  Court  of  Record  at  Westminster,  in 
the  name  of  such  bankrupt,  with  full  costs  of  suit."  The 
arrest  under  the  attachment  was  for  contempt  in  disobey- 
ing an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  payment  of 
a  sum  of  money.  On  the  other  side  it  will  be  objected, 
1st,  that  the  bankrupt  was  not  arrested  for  a  debt  within 
the  meaning  of  the  1 13th  section ;  and,  'indly,  that  at  most 
the  Defendant  is  liable  to  one  penalty,  and  not  for  the  de- 
tention after  the  3rd  May.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  sum 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  a  debt. 
In  The  King  v.  Edwards  (a)  it  was  held,  that  an 
attorney  in  custody  under  an  attachment  for  non-payment 
of  money  pursuant  to  a  rule  of  Court  was  entitled  to  be 
discharged  from  custody  on  having  become  bankrupt  and 
obtained  his  certificate,  even  though  he  received  the  money 
in  the  course  of  his  employment  as  attorney ;  and,  at  page 
654,  Lord  Tenterden  says, ''  It  has  always  been  held,  that 

(a)  9  B.  4-  C.  652. 
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1866.  attachments  for  non-payment  of  money  are  in  the  nature 
Lees  of  civil  process  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  debt;  that  per- 
Newtom.  ®^°^  '^^  custody  under  attachments  for  disobedience  of  an 
order  of  Court  for  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  are  in 
custody  for  a  civil  debt,  and  are  subject  to  and  entitled 
to  the  advantage  of  the  bankrupt  laws;  and  that  the 
debt  is  proveable  under  the  commission;  and  that  the 
debtor,  if  in  custody  for  that  debt,  is  entitled,  upon 
obtaining  his  certificate,  to  be  discharged.'*  That  case 
was  decided  upon  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  <•  121,  which  is  in 
pari  materia  with  the  1 13th  section  of  the  recent  statute. 
Ex  parte  Parker  (a)  and  Ex  parte  Bury  (&)  also  de- 
cide that  the  privilege  of  a  bankrupt  from  arrest  doriog 
his  examination  extends  to  an  attachment  issued  for  con- 
tempt in  not  paying  money  into  Court. 

As  to  the  2nd  objection,  the  Defendant,  not  having  dis- 
charged the  Plaintiff  upon  the  production  by  him  of  his 
protection,  but  having  lodged  him  in  the  gaol,  is  respon- 
sible for  the  whole  period  of  his  detention.  It  may  be 
said,  that  after  the  delivery  to  the  gaoler  it  was  be  and 
not  the  Defendant  who  detained;  but  the  gaoler  had 
no  authority  to  release  the  Plaintiff,  and,  inasmuch  as 
the  Defendant  knew  that  when  he  delivered  the  Plain- 
tiff to  the  gaoler's  custody,  he  is  responsible  for  the 
whole  of  the  detention.  [WilleSf  J.,  referred  to  "The 
Prison  Act,  1866"  (28  k  29  VUt.  c.  126),  ss.  68,  69,  re- 
lating to  the  custody  of  prisoners  and  security  to  the 
sheriff  subsequent  to  6th  July,  1866,  when  that  Act  came 
in  force.] 

Crompton  Hutton  for  the  Defendant. — Admitting  that 
this  was  in  some  sense  an  attachment  for  the  non-payment 
of  a  debt,  it  was  not  an  arrest  for  debt  within  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106,  5.  113.     The  Plaintiff  might  possibly  have 

(a)  3  Vet,  554, 

(6)  7  JurUt,  406 ;  5.  C,  3  M(mt,  D.tf  DeG.  309. 
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been  entitled  to  be  discharged  on  motion;   but  was  not        1866. 
entitled  to  the  privilege  given  by  that  section.    This  action        lres 
is  for  penalties  imposed  by  it  upon  the  officer  who  shall      Newton. 
''  detain."    It  is  not  against  the  sheriff;  and  a  comparison  of 
this  section  with  the  corresponding  sections  of  the  previous 
statutes,  6  Geo.  %  c.  30,  s.  5,  and  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  «.  117, 
in  which  the  word  detain  occurs,  shows  that  the  section  in 
question  applies  to  arrests  on  mesne  and  not  on  final  pro- 
cess.    Under  the  old  law,  the  officer  usually  took  bail,  and 
was  frequently  for  several  days  the  detaining  officer ;  and 
the  section  in  question,  being  brought  up  from  the  earlier 
of  the  two  last-mentioned  sections,  should  receive  the  same 
construction.    [^Erle^  C.  J.  Your  argument  is  very  relevant 
to  show  in  what  manner  the  word  has  crept  into  the  section 
— as  though  it  were  a  live  thing.]     ''Debt"  in  stat.  12  & 
13  VicU  c.  106,  s.  1 13,  is  not  used  in  the  same  sense  as  in 
sect  112.      In  Ex  parte  Russell  {a)  it  was  held,,  that  a 
bankrupt  attending  commissioners  in  obedience  to  their 
summons,  having  been  arrested  under  an  extent  at  the  suit 
of  the  crown,  was  entitled  to  his  discharge  on  the  principle 
of  the  common  law   protecting  witnesses  attending  for 
examination  under  regular  process  for  that  purpose.     That 
shows  that    the  right    to    discharge   does   not  depend 
on  the  statute.      So  also,  in  Ex  parte  Jackson  (b),  the 
privilege  from  arrest  of  a  party  attending  his  own  cause 
was  held   to  extend  to  a  bankrupt  on  his  return  from 
attending  his  petition  for  leave  to  surrender  after  expiration 
of  the  time,  he  having  deviated  no  further  than  to  call  on 
the  solicitor  to  arrange  the  proper  steps  for  giving  effect  to 
the  order.      In  Phillips  v.  Poland  {c),  the  provisions  of 
the  1 12th  section  of  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  were  held 
to  extend  only  to  creditors  whose  debts  accrued  before 
the  bankruptcy;  and  where  a  bankrupt,  while  protected 
and  before  final  examination,  was  arrested  in  respect  of 

(a)  1  Roie,27S.  (6)  15  Ve$.  116. 

(r)  Ante,  235. 


742 


TRINITY  TERM. 


1866.       debts  incurred  since  his  bankruptcy,  the  arrest  was  held 

Lees        Valid.     It  is  Consistent  with  this  warrant  that  the  bankrupt 

Newton,      ^^y  ^^^®  misapplied  this  money  by  putting  it  into  funds 

not  authorized,  and  that  being  an  executor  and  trustee 

there  was  no  debt  proveable  against  him. 

Field  in  reply. — It  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  this 
money  was  a  '^  debt,"  and  it  is  to  be  assumed  to  be  a  pro?e* 
able  debt  till  the  contrary  is  proved.     In  In  the  matter 
of  M'Williams  a  bankrupted),  a  bankrupt,  pending  his 
examination,  was  held  protected  from  an  arrest  made  by 
virtue  of  an  attachment  for  a  contempt  in  not  lodging 
money  in  Court  pursuant  to  a  decree;  and  it  was  also  held, 
that  though  the  form  of  process  be  criminal,  yet  if  it  issue 
to  compel  payment  of  a  debt  it  is  an  (arrest  under  the 
statute  11  &  12  Geo.  3,  c.  8,  s.  28  (Irish).    In  that  case, 
at  p.  176,  the  Lord  Chancellor  {Redesdale)  says,  ''Every 
mode  by  which  a  creditor  can  arrest  a  bankrupt  for  a  debt, 
comes  within  the  meaning  and  general  words  of  the  Act 
That  the  process  resorted  to  is  a  process  of  contempt, 
signifies  nothing.    There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  pro- 
cess of  other  courts  importing  to  be  process  of  contempt, 
is  considered  as  civil  process  for  various  purposes.    Lord 
Hardwiche  determines  the  case  Ex  parte  Oibbons{e)  on 
.the  ground  that  bail  are  not  creditors,  but  persons  to  whom 
the  party  had  been  delivered  in  custody,  and  in  whose 
custody  he  was  supposed  to  continue,  and  therefore  that 
they  were  not  within  the  meaning  of  this  clause.    The  case 
Ex  parte  Parker  {c)  is  in  point  with  the  present  case;  I 
cannot  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other :  but  I  shall  look 
further  into  the  cases  before  I  sign  the  order  to  discharge 
the  bankrupt."     The  case  then  states  that  his  lordship 
afterwards  signed  the  order  directing  the  petitioner  to  be 


(a)  1  Sch.  ^  Lef.  169.  (6)  1  Atk.  238. 

(e)  3  Vet.  554. 
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discharged.     lErle,  C.  J.    Is  not  the  bankrupt  who  claims       1866. 
protection  bound  to  produce  the  protection^  and  also  give        lees 
the  officer  a  copy  of  it  ?     I  believe  '*  such  protection  "  in      new'ton. 
the  ll3th  section  to  be  showing  the  protection  and  giving 
the  copy.]     That  is   so  under  the  first  branch  of  the 
section;  but  the  enactment  in  respect  of  the  penalty  is 
contained   in    the  latter  part;   and    is,  "  if  any  officer 
shall  detain  any  such  bankrupt  after  he  shall  have  shown 
such  protection  to  him,  except  for  so  long  as  shall  be 
necessary  for  obtaining  a  copy  of  the  same,  such  officer/* 
fcc    That  applies  where  the  bankrupt  merely  produces  his 
protection  without  giving  a  copy,  which  he  is  not  bound 
to  do.     Here  the  detention  was  longer  than  was  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  officer  to  obtain  a  copy. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must 
be  for  the  Plaintifi*  for  one  penalty.  The  law  exposes  an 
officer  making  an  arrest  to  an  extreme  risk.  The  Defend- 
ant here  was  arrested  for  a  large  sum,  and  the  officer  was 
only  acting  in  the  performance  of  a  public  duty.  But  we 
PQust  administer  the  law  as  we  find  it ;  and  inasmuch  as 
the  Courts  have  uniformly  held  that  an  attachment  for 
non-payment  of  a  sum  of  money  under  an  order  such  as 
this  is  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  a  ^'debt'*  within 
the  meaning  of  the  1 12th  section  of  the  statute  in  question, 
I  do  not  think  that  we  can  consistently  hold  that  the  word 
has  a  diffisrent  meaning  in  the  113th  section.  It  is  with 
reluctance  that  I  have  come  to  this  conclusion,  as  I  should 
have  been  glad  to  exonerate  the  Defendant.  I  have^  how- 
ever, no  hesitation  in  saying  that  I  think  he  is  liable ;  but 
not  for  more  than  one  penalty. 

WiLLESy  J.  Everybody  must  desire  that  the  officer  in 
this  case  should  not  be  liable  as  he  was  acting  honestly ; 
and  the  commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  when 
the  case  was  originally  brought  before  him,  was  of  the 


V. 

Newton. 
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1866.  same  opinion  with  the  o65cer.  But  looking  at  the  case 
Lggg  In  the  matter  of  ]iP  Williams  a  bankrupt  («),  it  is  impos- 
sible for  us  to  say  that  the  words  ^  arrested  for  debt"  io 
the  1 13th  section  do  not  include  an  arrest  ander  an  attach- 
ment for  contempt  in  the  non-payment  of  money  ordered 
to  be  lodged  in  Court.  That  was  a  decision  of  Lord  Redo- 
dakf  after  he  had  taken  time  to  look  into  the  cases ;  and 
is  in  accordance  with  the  previous  decision  in  Ex  parii 
Parker  (b).  The  officer,  upon  the  protection  being  pro- 
duced to  him,  must  decide  at  his  peril ;  and  thongh  a  grett 
burden  is  thus  cast  upon  him,  I  am  bound  to  say  that 
he  must  so  decide. 

The  words  in  the  first  branch  of  the  113th  section  sliow 
that,  if  the  party  arrested  produces  his  protection  to  the 
officer  and  gives  him  a  copy  of  it,  he  is  entitled  to  be 
immediately  discharged;  but  it  is  the  latter  part  of  the 
section  which  relates  to  the  penalty,  and  it  is  evident  fifom 
that  part  that,  where  the  protection  is  shown  to  the  officer 
and  no  copy  is  given  to  him,  he  is  not  justified  in  detainiDg 
the  bankrupt  except  for  so  long  as  shall  be  necessary  for 
obtaining  a  copy  of  such  protection ;  and  in  the  present 
case  it  is  found  that  the  Defendant  would  not  discbarge 
the  Plaintifi*  from  the  arrest,  but  kept  him  in  custody 
longer  than   was  necessary  for  that  purpose.      Having 
regard  to  the  statute  and  the  authorities,  I  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  Defendant  is  liable  to  a  penalty  of  &/• 
for  every  day,  or  part  of  a  day,  that  the  bankrupt  was 
improperly  detained  by  him  beyond  the  time  so  authorized. 
The  question  then  is,  how  many  penalties  have  been  in- 
curred ?     I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  one  penalty  and  no 
more  has  been  incurred,  namely,  for  the  first  day  only; 
because,  though  the  Defendant  did  wrong  in  taking  the 
Plaintiff  in  custody  to  the  gaoler  of  Lancaster  Castle,  the 
Plaintiff  was  thenceforth  entirely  out  of  the  Defendants 

(a)  I  SclLi  Lef.  169.  (b)  3  Va.  554. 
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control ;  and  his  subsequent  detention  was  not  a  tortious 
act  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant. 

Smith,  J.  I  think  we  are  discharged  from  giving  an 
original  opinion  by  the  cases  that  have  been  decided  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  It  has  been  decided  that  a  taking 
on  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  money  pursuant  to  a 
decree,  is  an  arrest  for  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  old 
statutes ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed  that  not  only  are  there 
the  decisions  of  Courts  of  Equity  to  that  eflfect,  but  in  Rex 
V.  Edwards  {a)  those  decisions  were  acted  on  at  law.  I 
also  agree  that  this  action  is  only  maintainable  for  one 
penalty,  because,  afler  the  Plaintiff  was  lodged  in  the  gaol, 
his  subsequent  detention  was  not  the  act  of  the  ofBcer, 
who  IS  only  responsible  for  his  own  acts. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 


1866. 


Lbbs 

V. 

Newton. 


MacAndrew  and  Others  v.  Chapple  and  Others. 

Bj  a  charter-party  dated  Lmdou,  7th  December 1 1864,  it  was  agreed  between 
the  Plaintiffs,  owners  of  the  ship  Ephetus,  **  now  at  Newcastle,* *  and  the 
Defendants,  **  that  the  ship  being  tight,  staunch  and  strong,  and  every 
way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall  with  all  convenient  speed  (on  being 
ready),  having  liberty  to  take  an  outward  cargo  for  owners'  benefit, 
direct  or  on  the  way,  proceed  to  Alexandria,  Egypt,**  and  there  load 
from  the  factor  of  the  nreighters  a  cargo  of  cotton  for  London  or  Livers 
pool*  The  Ephetut  was  a  steamer  laun<med  at  Newcastle  in  the  preceding 
October,  and  in  the  course  of  the  negotiations  for  the  charter-party, 
which  commenced  in  December,  the  Defendants  were  informed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  that  they  would  not  guarantee  the  time  within  which  the  ship 
would  be  finished,  and  the  words  "  on  being  ready  **  were  inserted 
accordingly.  It  is  usual  for  steamers  to  make  a  trial  trip,  and,  as  the 
crossing  and  re- crossing  the  bar  at  Newcastle  would  have  been  accom- 
panied by  some  risk,  it  was  arranged  that  the  vessel  should  make  her 
trial  trip  from  Newcastle  to  London,  instead  of  returning  to  the  Tyne ; 
and  that  the  deficiencies  of  her  machinery,  if  any,  should  be  made  good  in 
London,  Accordingly,  on  the  12th  January,  1865,  whilst  incomplete,  she 
left  Newcastle  for  London  with  some  coals  shipped  under  a  charter- 
party,  and  loaded  with  sufficient  ballast  to  enable  her  to  bring  back  the 
cotton  cargo  from  Alexandria ;  but  no  delay  at  Newcastle  was  occasioned 


Twtoday, 
May  29. 


Charter-party, 
Construction, 
Stipulation, 
Cross-action, 
Condition  pre- 
cedent. 
Deviation, 
Delay, 

Frustration  of 
objects  qf  voy- 
age. 


(a)  9  fi.  4-  C.  652. 


VOL.1.— C.  P. 


3F 


746  TRINITY  TERM. 

1866*  thereby.    In  London  she  took  on  board  goods  for  ContUmUmapk  ind 

Alexandria ;  but  no  delay  was  thereby  occasioned,  the  shipment  haTing 

MacAmorew  been  made  before  the  repairs  to  the  machinery  were  complete.    She 

o.  sailed  from  London  on  the  Ist  March,  and  after  touching  at  Cpsftai- 

C B  APPLE.  iinopUy  &c. ,  and  unloadi ng  cargo  there,  arri  ved  at  AUrandria  on  the  29di 

April,  and  was  ready  to  load  her  cargo  there  on  the  Ist  iliqr;  bat  if 
she  had  sailed  direct  from  London  to  Alexandria  instead  of  taking  cargo 
to  Conttantinople,  &C.,  on  her  way,  she  would  have  been  ready  to  load  Iwr 
homeward  cargo  at  Alexandria  a  few  days  earlier.  Freights  for  cotton 
at  Alexandria  fell  continuously  from  January  to  May.  In  an  action 
against  the  Defendants  for  default  in  loading,  they  having  reftised  to 
ship  on  the  ground  of  delay  and  deviation  by  the  Piaintifis,  Held  :— 

1.  That  on  the  construction  of  the  charter-party,  the  above  itipo- 

lations  were  not  conditions  precedent ;  and  therefore  that  the 
breaches  complained  of  did  not  entitle  the  DefendaDti  to 
throw  up  the  charter-party,  and  that  their  remedy  wai  by  i 
cross  action  against  the  Plaintiffs  for  damages. 

2.  Semble,  that  the  meaning  of  the  stipulations  above  was  that  tiie 

voyage  should  be  from  Newcastle  to  Alexandria  direct;  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  justified  in  delaying  the  ship,  in 
order  to  take  cargo  on  board  either  at  London  or  Coaitoaft- 
nople, 

rilHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Plaintif&  against 
-*-  the  Defendants  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  Plaintiffs  by  reason  of  the  Defendaob) 
having  made  default  in  shipping  a  cargo  on  board  the 
Plaintiffs'  vessel  Ephesus ;  and  by  consent  of  the  parties, 
and  pursuant  to  the  46th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act^  1852y  the  following  case  was  stated  without 
pleadings : — 

The  Plaintiffs  are  ship-owners,  carrying  on  business  at 
Liverpool  and  London^  under  the  style  and  firm  of  Bobff^ 
MacAndrew  Sc  Company,  and  were  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  transactions  hereinafter  mentioned  the  owners  of 
the  steamer  Ephesus.  The  Defendants  are  merchants  and 
ship-owners  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool  under  the 
style  and  firm  of  Chappie^  Dutton  &  Co. 

On  the  16th  of  October^  1864,  the  steamer  Ephesus  was 
launched  at  Newcastle,  a  great  portion  of  her  engines  and 
machinery  having  already  been  put  in  her,  and  was  imi»e- 
diately  afterwards  placed  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Randolph 
&  Co.,  engineers,  for  completion  for  sea. 

About  the  1st  of  December,  1864,  negotiations  were 
opened  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  for  the 
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chartering  of  the  Ephesus  by  the  Defendants ;  these  nego-        1866. 
tiations  were  conducted  by  Mr.  Nance^  a  ship-broker,  on   MacAmorcw 
behalf  of  the  Plaintifis,  and  by  Mr.  Pothonier,  a  ship-     chapple. 
broker,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants.     On  the  7th  of  De- 
eemher,  1864,  the  negotiations  were  concluded  by  a  charter- 
party  being  made  by  and  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the 
Defendants,  and  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  parties 
respectively;  which,  so  far  as  is  material  to  the  present 
case,  was  as  follows : — 

"  London,  7th  December,  1864. 
"  Charter-party. 

**  It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  Messrs.  Robert 
MacAndrtw  tc  Co.,  owners  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel 
called  the  £!pltesus,  of  the  measurement  of  1,634  tons  or 
thereabouts,  now  at  Newcastle,  and  Messrs.  Chappie, 
JDuiton  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  merchants — ^That  the  said 
ship,  being  tight,  staunch  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted 
for  the  voyage,  shall  with  all  convenient  speed  (on  being 
ready),  having  liberty  to  take  an  outward  cargo  for  owners' 
benefit,  direct  or  on  the  way,  proceed  to  Alexandria,  Egypt, 
or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and  there  load 
from  the  factor  of  the  said  freighters  in  the  customary 
manner  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  cotton,  in  square 
bales,  both  in  the  hold  and  upon  deck,  the  captain  being  at 
liberty  to  take  other  usual  cargo  (on  freight)  for  ballast 
only ;  .  .  •  and  being  so  loaded  shall  therewith  proceed  to 
London  or  Liverpool  direct,  as  ordered,  on  signing  bill  of 
lading,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  may  safely  get  (cargo  to 
and  from  alongside  and  at  merchant's  risk  and  expense), 
and  deliver  the  same  on  being  paid  freight  as  follows  : — 

"Three  farthings  per  pound  for  cotton,  in  full  of  all  port 
charges  and  pilotage,  the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies, 
.  .  .  always  excepted.  .  .  .  Freight  to  be  paid  on  unload- 
ing and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash,  less  (if  required) 
for  ship's  use  at  Alexandria.     Five  hundred  pounds  to  be 

3f  2 
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1866.  advanced  on  signing  bill  of  lading,  subject  to  3/.  percent 
MacAndrew  for  insurance  and  all  charges;  twenty-five  running  days  to 
Cbapple.  ^  allowed  the  said  merchant  (if  the  ship  is  not  sooner 
dispatched)  for  loading  at  Alexandria  and  discharging  in 
England.  And  ten  days  on  demurrage  over  and  above  the 
said  lying  at  seventy  pounds  per  day  penalty  for  nonper- 
formance of  this  agreement  estimated  amount  of  freight 

*'  Per  Robert  MacAndrew  &  CJo. 

"  (Signed)  William  Nance. 
"  Per  Chappie,  Dutton  &  Co. 

"  (Signed)  Frederick  Chappie  k  Co." 

In  the  course  of  the  negotiations,  Mr.  Pothanier  was 
informed  by  Mr.  Nance  that  the  Plaintiffs  would  not 
guarantee  the  time  within  which  the  vessel  would  be 
finished,  and  that  he  should  therefore  insert  in  the  charter- 
party  the  words ''  on  being  ready,"  and  these  words  were 
inserted  accordingly. 

After  the  making  of  the  charter-party,  the  Plaintifls 
urged  Messrs.  Randolph  &  Co.  from  time  to  time  to  com- 
plete the  fitting  up  of  the  Ephesus  with  as  much  dispatch 
as  possible,  and  did  all  that  was  in  their  power  to  expedite 
the  completion  of  the  vessel  for  sea. 

Between  the  time  of  the  launch  and  the  sailing  of  the 
ship  from  Newcastle,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  several 
casualties  occurred  in  the  finishing  of  the  engines  and  ma- 
chinery, but  Messrs.  Randolph  Sc  Co.  were  not  guilty  of 
any  unreasonable  delay  in  proceeding  with  the  completion 
of  the  work.  It  is  usual  for  steamers  to  make  a  trial  trip 
before  starting  on  their  first  voyage  :  and,  in  order  to  have 
a  satisfactory  trial  trip  at  Newcastle,  it  is  necessary  for 
steamers  to  put  out  to  sea,  having  to  cross  and  recross  the 
bar  at  the  mouth  of  the  Tyne,  an  operation  accompanied 
by  some  risk  in  the  case  of  a  steamer  or  the  size  of  the 
Ephesus  at  that  period  of  the  year. 

About  the  middle  of  December,   1864,  the  Plaintifi 
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proposed  to  the  builders,  at  the  request  of  Randolph  8c       1866. 
Co.,  that  the  vessel  should  make  a  trial  trip  to  sea  and   MAcANDaiw 
back  over  the  bar,  but  this  was  objected  to  by  the  builders,     ^    *'^ 
and  thereupon  it  was  arranged  that  the  vessel  should  make 
her  trial  trip  from  Newcastle  to  London,  instead  of  re- 
turning to  the   Tyne,  and   that  the  deficiencies   of  her 
machinery,  if  any,  should  be  made  good  in  London. 

Accordingly  on  the  12th  o{  January,  1865,  the  ship  left 
Newcastle  for  London  with  1,400  tons  of  coals  shipped 
under  a  charter-party  (which  was  set  out  in  the  case).  It 
purported  to  be  made  on  the  19th  December,  1864,  between 
Messrs.  MacAndrew  &  Co.,  owners  of  the  Ephesus,  ^'  now 
in  Ttfne,'*  and  Stephenson  Clarke,  Esq.,  of  London,  mer- 
chant, and  stipulated  that  the  ship  should,  with  all  con- 
venient speed,  sail  and  proceed  to  Tyne  Dock,  and  there 
load  the  coals,  and  forthwith  proceed  to,  and  deliver  the 
same  at,  Victoria  Docks,  London.  Before  leaving  New- 
castle, the  ship,  in  order  to  avoid  delay  at  Alexandria, 
loaded  sufficient  ballast  to  enable  her  to  bring  back  a 
cargo  of  cotton  from  Alexandria,  but  no  delay  at  New- 
castle was  occasioned  by  her  so  doing,  or  by  the  shipment 
of  the  coals. 

The  ship  met  with  accidents  to  her  machinery  between 
Newcastle  and  London  (where  she  arrived  on  the  15th 
January,  1865),  and  was  detained  in  London  repairing  the 
same  for  about  six  weeks,  but  such  repairs  were  executed 
there  as  speedily  as  they  could  have  been  done  at  New- 
castle. While  in  London  the  ship  took  on  board  goods  for 
Malta,  Syra,  Constantinople,  Smyrna  and  Alexandria,  but 
no  delay  was  thereby  occasioned,  the  goods  being  shipped 
before  the  repairs  to  the  machinery  were  complete. 

The  ship  sailed  from  London  on  the  1st  of  March,  1865, 
and  again  met  with  accidents  to  her  machinery  and  put 
into  Plymouth,  and  was  kept  there  a  few  days  repairing 
the  damage  done;  after  which  she  sailed  on  the  9th 
March,  1865,  from  Plymouth  for  Malta,  and  after  touch- 
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1866.        ing  and  unloading  cargo  there  and  at  Syra^  Constantinopli 
MacAndrew    ^RcI  Smyrna,  arrived  at  Alexandria  on  the  29th  Aprilf 

CH^PrLB.      1866. 

The  ship  when  she  sailed  from  Newcastle  was  not  com- 
plete and  ready  for  the  chartered  voyage. 

There  is  no  usage  of  trade  by  which  vessels  bound  from 
Newcastle  or  London  to  Alexandria  are  justified  in  taking 
goods  to  Syra,  Constantinople  or  Smyrna^  if  the  geo- 
graphical position  of  the  various  ports  does  not  warrant 
such  a  course. 

After  the  making  of  the  charter-party  numerous  letters 
passed  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants,  which 
were  set  out  in  the  case,  but  of  these  it  is  only  necessary 
to  mention  the  following  extracts. 

On  the  16th  January,  1866,  the  Defendants  wrote  to 
the  Plaintiffs : — 

"  Noticing  the  movements  of  your  S.  steamer  '  EphesuSf 
which  we  chartered  on  the  7th  December  last  to  load  a 
cargo  of  cotton  at  Alexandria  for  Liverpool,  we  regret  to 
have  to  observe  that,  in  our  opinion,  they  are  not  in 
accordance  either  with  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  charter- 
party,  and  we  fear  that  our  interest  may  very  seriously  he 
prejudiced  thereby.  We  find  ourselves  therefore  under 
the  painful  necessity  to  protest  against  the  same,  and  beg 
to  give  you  notice  that  we  hold  you  responsible  for  any 
and  all  loss  or  damage  we  may  sustain  in  consequence." 

On  the  following  day,  by  a  letter  dated  London,  the 
Plaintiffs  replied : — 

"  17th  January,  1865. — We  are  this  morning  in  receipt 
of  your  letter  of  yesterday  and  duly  note  its  contents.  *  *  * 
We  intend  to  adhere  strictly  to  both  the  spirit  and  letter 
of  our  charter-party  of  the  '  JEphesus  *  to  your  esteemed 
firm,  and,  for  our  own  interest  as  well  as  for  yours,  will 
send  her  off  the  very  day  she  is  ready.     Meanwhile  we 
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are  sparing  and  shall  spare  no  efTorts  to  get  her  ready,  and        1866. 
hope  to  do  so  by  the  end  of  the  month,  when  we  propose   macAndrbv 
at  once  despatching  her  on  her  voyage  without  waiting  for     ca^pp^E 
more  goods  than  she  may  then  have  on  board,  thoiigh  our 
charter-party  gives  us  power  to  load  a  full  cargo  outward 
for  the  ship's  benefit.    To  save  time  we  have  had  the 
^ Ephesua*  brought  round  from  Newcastle  to  this  port  at 
considerable  risk  and  expense,  as  the  engineers  could  not 
have  her  ready  at  Newcastle  for  weeks  yet,  and  we  only 
ballasted  her  round  with  1,400  tons  of  coal  when  we  might 
have  taken  2,800  on  freight.    To  save  time  we  propose 
sending  some  ballast  out  hence  to  be  under  your  cotton, 
as  we  found  ballasting  at  Alexandria  very  tedious.'^ 

On  the  27th  January  the  Defendants  wrote  :^ 

"  We  beg  to  introduce  to  you  the  bearer,  Mr.  Pothonier, 
who  is  our  broker,  and  calls  upon  you  with  the  view  of 
suggesting  such  a  modification  of  the  charter  of  the 
'  Ephesus*  as  may  prove  to  our  mutual  advantage  under 
the  altered  circumstances  of  the  position  of  things  since 
the  time  we  chartered  her." 

On  the  day  following  the  Plaintiffs  replied  : — 

"  We  have  before  us  your  esteemed  favour  of  yesterday, 
and  in  reference  to  its  contents,  as  also  to  the  conversation 
we  bad  last  afternoon  with  yourselves  and  Mr.  Pothonier y 
we  now  confirm  what  we  then  verbally  stated,  that  we 
have  no  wish  to  adhere  to  the  letter  of  our  contract  for 
your  loading  the  '  Ephesus  *  at  Alexandria  so  as  to  occa- 
sion you  loss,  but  are  willing  to  introduce  any  such  modifi- 
cations into  the  charter  as  may  suit  your  convenience 
better,  on  the  understanding,  of  course,  that  we  suffer  no 
loss  thereby.  *  *  ♦  As  the  *  Ephesus^  is  now  ballasted 
with  packed  iron  slag  under  mats  for  a  voyage  to  Alex- 
andria,  and  has  goods  engaged  for  that  port,  Constanti- 
nople and  Smyrna,   she  must  make   the   Mediterranean 
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1866.  voyage,  but  we  propose  that  you  have  the  option  of  load- 
MacAndrew  ing  her  at  Constantinople  and  Smyrna  as  well  as  Alex- 
CiiAPPLE.  cindria,  paying  as  freight  a  lump  sum  equal  to  the  freight 
on  the  original  charter  of  3s.  Ad.  per  ton  on  a  full  cargo  of 
cotton,  in  hold  and  on  deck,  the  time  for  loading  and  diV 
charging  and  the  commission  being  the  same  as  on  the 
original  charter/' 

On  the  4th  February  the  Defendants  wrote : — 

"  We  beg  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  favours  of  the 
28th  ulto.  (which  would  have  been  done  long  ere  now  but 
for  our  prior's  absence  from  London^  and  to  say  in  reply 
that  the  terms  you  propose  for  the  loading  of  the  screw 
steamer  ^ Ephesus^  at  Constantinople  and  Smyrna  as  a 
compromise  are  quite  inadmissible  by  us,  the  calculations 
being  made  upon  a  basis  which  appear  to  us  not  to  possess 
an  adequate  foundation*  We  must  beg  you  to  bear  in 
mind  that  when  we  chartered  this  steamer  we  were  in- 
formed by  your  broker  (confirmed  shortly  afterwards  by 
telegram  to  our  prior,  who  was  then  in  Liverpool)  that  she 
was  then  about  ready  and  would  proceed  immediately  on 
her  voyage  to  Alexandria.  It  was  upon  this  understanding 
we  chartered  her,  having  no  doubt  on  our  minds  that 
the  highly  honourable  character  of  her  owners  was  a  suffi- 
cient guarantee  for  its  due  fulfilment  That  bad  the 
vessel,  as  understood,  proceeded,  we  believe  we  are  quite 
safe  in  assuming  we  should  have  realized  a  very  large 
profit  upon  the  charter,  inasmuch  as  vessels  arriving  at 
Alexandria  about  the  time  that  the  ^ Ephesus*  would  be 
due  (if  this  understanding  had  been  carried  out)  obtained 
lid,  per  pound  for  cotton.  The  whole  of  our  arrange- 
ments are  now  entirely  upset,  what  with  the  delay,  together 
with  the  deviation  from  her  intended  route  to  Alexandria^ 
as  understood  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  and  has 
thrown  the  transaction  into  a  different  position  altogether, 
and  we  confirm  our  protest  we  forwarded  to  you  on  the 
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16th  ultimo.     It  appears  to  us  tliat  the  best  solution  of  the  1866. 

difficulty,  and  in  order  to  avoid  further  unpleasantness,  MacAndrew 

would  be  to  cancel  the  charter-party,  which  we  submit  for  chapple 
your  consideration.*' 

The  Plaintiffs  replied  on  the  6th  February : — 

"  We  have  before  us  your  favour  of  4th  instant,  de- 
clining our  proposal  of  28th  ultimo,  which  indeed  could 
not  have  been  carried  out,  the  *  Ephesus*  having  partly 
loaded  over  her  iron  ballast  for  the  ports  of  Constantinople, 
Smyrna  and  Alexandria,  in  consequence  of  your  having 
made  no  reply  to  our  last  letter  till  now.  Said  offer  of 
our's  was  not  made  as  a  compromise  (for  which  there  is 
no  occasion),  but  in  a  liberal  friendly  spirit  with  a  view  to 
save  you  loss. 

"  We  agree  with  you  in  thinking  that  the  best  arrange-  . 
ment  for  you  may  possibly  be  the  cancelment  of  the 
charter-party,  respecting  which  we  shall  give  due  con-^ 
sideration  to  any  proposals  that  you  may  make  to  us.  .  .  . 
You  have  had  and  still  have  the  risk  of  the  voyage,  and  a 
chance  of  making  either  a  profit  or  loss  on  this  charter; 
we  hope  it  may  be  the  former." 

On  the  7th  February  the  Defendants  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  that  letter,  and  wrote : — 

'^We  abstain  at  present  from  making  any  remarks 
thereon,  considering  that  it  will  not  serve  any  good  pur- 
pose to  prolong  this  unpleasant  correspondence,  and  we 
content  ourselves  with  simply  saying  that  whilst  we  shall 
take  charge  of  the  Ephesus  on  her  arrival  at  Alexandria,  it 
will  be  under  our  reiterated  protest  against  all  and  every 
delay  and  deviation  from  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  char- 
ter-party and  the  consequences  thereof;  at  the  same  time 
please  rest  assured  we  will  do  all  in  our  power  to  make  the 
best  of  a  bad  business  for  account  of  whomsoever  it  may 
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1866.        concern,  and  we  shall  instruct  our  Alexandria  house  ac- 

MacAndrew   cordingly." 
_     *'  On  the  11th  March  the  Plaintiffs  wrote,  requesting  the 

Chapfle.  . 

Defendants  to  give  them  the  name  of  their  Alexandria 
house,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be  communicated  to 
Mr.  Colling 8y  the  master  of  the  Ephesus  ;  and  to  that  letter 
the  Defendants  replied  on  the  13th  March,  informing  the 
Plaintiffs  that  the  address  of  their  agent  was  ''  Mr.  Charkt 
Grace,  Alexandria.^* 

On  the  10th  April  the  Defendants  wrote : — 

**  Referring  to  our  correspondence  in  relation  to  the 
Epheeus,  we  regret  to  state  that  in  consequence  of  her 
non-arrival  at  Alexandria  within  the  time  she  would  have 
arrived  if  you  had  observed  the  conditions  of  the  charter- 
party,  we  are  unable  to  provide  a  cargo  for  her,  and  most 
leave  you  to  do  the  best  you  can  to  get  other  employment 
for  her,  to  prevent  unnecessary  loss  to  yourselves.  We 
shall  of  course  hold  you  responsible  for  our  loss." 

On  the  17th  o(  April,  1865,  Messrs.  Bateson,  Robinson 
Sc  Morris,  the  Plaintiffs'  attornies,  wrote  to  the  Defend- 
ants, stating  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  requested  them  to 
apply  to  the  Defendants  in  regard  to  the  charter  of  the 
Ephesus,  to  ascertain  whether  they  confirmed  the  last- 
mentioned  letter  (which  had  been  received  by  the  Plaintiffi 
from  the  London  firm  of  the  Defendants) — ^^  that  no  cargo 
will  be  provided  for  her  by  you  at  Alexandria  under  the 
charter,  and  that  you  dispense  with  their  sending  the  vessel 
to  that  port.  It  is  necessary  that  the  letter  referred  to 
should  be  confirmed  by  you,  as  the  vessel  is  chartered  by 
you.''  And  on  the  fallowing  day  the  Defendants  replied 
to  the  above : — "  We  confirm  the  letter  dated  10th  inst 
sent  by  our  London  house. — Frederick  Chappie  Sc  Co.,  to 
Messrs.  Robert  MacAndrew  8c  Co.,  respecting  the  charter 
of  the  Ephesus.*' 
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On  the  18th  of  April  the  Plaintiff's  attornies  wrote  the        1866. 
following  letter  to  the  Defendants  : —  Mac  Andrew 

"  We  are  obliged  by  your  letter  of  this  morning  in  reply  Chapple. 
to  ours  of  yesterday  regarding  the  JEphesus.  You  do  not, 
however,  say  whether  you  dispense  with  the  vessel  pro- 
ceeding to  Alexandria.  Freights  are  now  so  miserably 
low  at  that  port,  that  in  the  interest  of  whomsoever  it  may 
eventually  concern,  it  would  be  folly  to  send  the  vessel 
there,  and  we  shall  be  glad  if  you  will  say  that  you  do  not 
require  her  to  go,  but  that  you  leave  our  clients  to  do  the 
best  they  can  with  the  ship,  so  as  to  make  the  loss  as  light 
as  possible/' 

The  JEphesus  was  ready  at  Alexandria  to  load  cargo  on 
the  1st  May,  1865.  Had  the  Ephesus  sailed  direct  from 
London  to  Alexandria,  and  discharged  her  outward  cargo 
there  instead  of  taking  cargo  to  the  various  ports  at  which 
she  touched  on  her  way  out,  she  would  have  been  ready 
to  load  her  homeward  cargo  at  Alexandria  a  few  days 
before  the  said  1st  day  of  Jday,  1865. 

Upon  the  29th  Jpril,  1865,  Mr.  Collings,  the  master  of 
the  Ephesus,  by  letter  dated  Alexandria,  addressed  to  Mr. 
Grace,  the  Defendant's  agent,  informed  him  that  the 
Ephesus  had  arrived  in  that  port  on  that  day  from 
Smyrna,  chartered  by  the  Defendants,  who  had  consigned 
her  to  Mr.  Grace  for  a  complete  cargo  of  cotton  to  Liver- 
pool or  London ;  that  the  ship  would  be  ready  to  receive 
cargo  on  Monday,  the  1st  of  May,  and  consequently  her 
laying  days  would  begin  to  count  from  that  day  inclusive. 

To  the  above  letter  the  master  received  the  following 
reply  from  Mr.  Grace,  dated  "  Chappie,  Dutton  &  Co., 
Steam  Company's  Agency,  Alexandria,  29th  April, 
1865  :"— 

''  I  regret  to  acquaint  you  that  the  steamer  Ephesus 
under  your  command  has  arrived  at  a  time  when  I  find  it 


756  TRINITY  TERM. 

1866.        impossible  to  provide  a  cargo  for  her ;  and  I  beg  to  recom- 
MacAndrew  mend  that  you  will  proceed  to  get  the  best  employmeot 

Chafple.      ^^^  ^^  ^^'P  ^^^^  y^^  ^*"*  ^°  order  to  prevent  unnecessary 
loss  to  your  owners.'* 


To  the  last-mentioned  letter  the  master  returned  the  fol- 
lowing answer,  dated  "Alexandria,  29th  April,  1866 :" — 

'*  I  have  taken  notice  of  the  letter  addressed  me  in  an- 
swer to  mine  of  this  day.  Having  to  limit  myself  to  the 
terms  of  my  charter-party,  dated  the  7th  December,  ISG*, 
1  came  by  this  to  reiterate  my  declaration  that  from 
Monday,  1st  of  May,  the  S.S.  Rhesus,  under  my  com- 
mand, remains  entirely  at  the  disposal  of  the  cargo  that 
charterers  engaged  to  find  her  under  reserves  of  justice  and 
right" 

Freights  for  cotton  at  Alexandria  fell  gradually  and  con- 
tinuously from  the  month  of  January,  1865^  to  the  month 
of  May,  1865. 

On  the  5th  of  May,  1865,  Callings,  the  master  of  the 
Ephesus,  not  having  received  any  cargo  from  Mr.  Grace, 
went  to  his  oflSce  at  Alexandria,  Grace  was  at  the  time 
absent  in  Europe,  but  the  master  saw  Mr.  Glover,  who  was 
Mr.  Grace's  clerk,  and  who  had  authority  to  act  for  the 
latter.  He  stated  to  Mr.  Glover  that  the  steamer  was 
ready  to  receive  cargo,  and  formally  demanded  a  caigo 
from  him,  whereupon  the  latter  informed  him  that  he  had 
no  cargo  for  him,  and  that  the  master  must  therefore  seek 
a  cargo  elsewhere  for  his  vessel.  The  master  accordingly 
did  the  best  he  could,  but  was  unable  to  obtain  more  than 
a  small  freight. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  right  of  action 
against  the  Defendants  for  refusing  to  load  the  Ephesus 
at  Alexandria  as  aforesaid. 
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The  Court  or  Court  oF  Appeal  was  to  be  at  liberty  to       1866. 
draw  all  such  inferences  of  fact  as  a  jury  would  be  entitled   MacAndrew 

to^^-  Chapple. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative, 
their  judgment  was  to  be  entered  up  for  the  Plaintiffs  for 
4,133/.  3s.  9d.  and  costs  of  suit;  but  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then  judgment  of  nol.  pros., 
with  costs  of  defence,  was  to  be  entered  up  for  the  De- 
fendants. 

MeUish  {Cohen  vnth  him)  for  the  Plaintiffs. — ^The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  there  was  such  delay  in  bringing  the  ship 
to  Alexandria  as  to  justify  the  charterers  in  refusing  to 
load  there.  A  subsidiary  question  is,  whether,  assuming 
that  any  condition  was  broken,  the  breach  was  waived. 
The  main  question  turns  upon  the  stipulations  in  the 
charter-party  : — ^*  That  the  said  ship  being  tight,  staunch 
and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall  with 
all  convenient  speed  (on  being  ready),  having  liberty  to 
take  an  outward  cargo  for  owners'  benefit,  direct  or  on 
the  way,  proceed  to  Alexandria.** 

The  Defendants  may  contend  that  there  were  two 
breaches:  1st  That  the  vessel  was  not  fitted  for  her 
voyage  to  Alexandria  when  she  left  Newcastle^  and  it  is 
found  by  the  case  that  she  was  not ;  and,  2ndly,  that  she 
deviated  by  going  to  London,  and  to  ports  beyond  her 
liberty  under  the  charter  to  take  cargo,  direct  or  on  the 
way.  As  to  the  first  objection :  on  the  construction  of  the 
charter-party  there  was  no  warranty  as  to  the  condition  of 
the  ship  at  the  time  when  the  charter  was  made,  or  of  the 
time  that  it  would  take  to  get  her  ready.  The  Defendants 
had  notice  that  she  was  not  finished.  Their  agent,  in  the 
course  of  the  negotiations,  was  informed  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs would  not  guarantee  the  time  within  which  she  would 
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1866.        be  finished  ;  and  the  words  ''on  being  ready/'  which  imply 
MacAndrew  that  she  was  not  then  ready,  were  inserted  accordingly. 
Chapple       ^^^  Defendants  may  say  that  the  paragraph  in  the  case 
in  which  that  appears  states  evidence  which  is  inadmis- 
sible;   still    the   Court    may   interpret   the    contract  by 
reference  to  the  surrounding  facts.     But  these  stipulations 
were  not  conditions  precedent  which,  if  broken,  would 
avoid  the  charter.     Such  stipulations  might  be  broken  in 
every  variety  of  way.     The  ship  might  be  incomplete  in 
some  minute  particular,  or,  on  the  voyage  out,  there  might 
be  a  delay  of  a  single  day;  and,  on  the  ground  of  the 
inconvenience  that  would  follow  if  such  a  breach  would 
entitle  the  charterer  to  throw  up  the  charter,  the  authorities 
show  that  such  a  stipulation  as  either  of  these  is  an  agree- 
ment merely  giving  ground  for  a  cross-action,  but  not  a 
condition      It  is  said  that,  if  the  object  of  the  voyage  is 
frustrated,  the  charterer  is  excused;  but  here  the  whole 
object  was  not  frustrated.      Assuming  that  it  must  be 
admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  ship  not 
being  fit   for   the  voyage  to  Alexandria   when   she  lefl 
Newcastle  was  a  breach  of  the  stipulation  in  that  respect, 
it  cannot  be  admitted  that  the  calling  at  London  for  cargo 
was  a  different  voyage.     The  stipulation  gives  liberty  to 
take  cargo  for  the  owners'  benefit  "  direct  or  on  the  way," 
and  London  is  on  the  way  between  Newcastle  and  Alex- 
andria.    But  those  two  matters  occasioned  no  delay  or 
damage.     The  result  of  the  findings  is  that  the  ship  started 
from  London  for  Alexandria  as  soon  as  she  would  have 
done  if  she  had  remained  to  complete  and  had  taken  her 
trial    trip  at   Newcastle  ;^  and  the  Defendants  could  not 
object  to  that  trip.     [Willes,  J.  Assuming  for  the  sake  of 
argument  that  there  was  a  going  out  of  the  way,  would 
that  be  different  from  delay?]     The  only  stipulation  in 
respect  of  which  it  can  be  complained  that  there  was  a 
breach    is,   the   provision    that    the    ship   shall    proceed 
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'^with  all  convenient  speed,"  and  that  may  give  across-        1866. 
action,  but  cannot  excuse  the  Defendants.    In  Clipsham  v.  macAndrew 
Vertue{a),  there  was  a  plea   that,  after   the   making  of  *- 

the  charter-party  and  before  proceeding  to  Nantes,  the 
vessel  proceeded  to  Newcastle^  contrary  to  the  intent  of 
the  charter-party,  and  by  reason  thereof  arrived  at  Nantes 
a  long  and  unreasonable  time  after  the  period  at  which 
she  would  have  arrived  there  had  she  sailed  direct  accord- 
ing to  the  intent  of  the  charter-party ;  and  it  was  held  bad 
on  demurrer  for  not  showing  that  the  delay  frustrated  the 
object  of  the  voyage.  At  p.  272,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
says,  "  It  18  quite  possible  that  a  vessel  may  arrive  in  a 
time  which,  in  some  sense  of  the  word,  is  unreasonable, 
and  yet  that  the  freighter  may  derive  benefit  from  the 
voyage;  so  that  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  in  Havelock  v.  Geddes(b)  may  apply,  namely, 
that  the  Plaintiff's  neglect  shall  not  exonerate  the  Defend- 
ant, unless  it  precludes  him  from  making  any  use  of  the 
vessel ;  otherwise,  as  he  says,  the  neglect,  in  that  case,  to 
put  in  a  single  nail  might  have  been  a  breach  of  the  con- 
dition forthwith  to  make  the  ship  tight  and  strong.  This 
plea  might,  in  one  sense  of  the  words,  have  been  sup- 
ported in  evidence,  if  the  slightest  want  of  due  expedition 
had  been  shown."  So  in  Tarrabockia  v.  Hickie  (c)  it  was 
held  that  stipulations  that  the  vessel  being  tight,  staunch 
and  strong,  shall  sail  with  all  convenient  speed,  are  not 
conditions  precedent  to  the  charterer's  obligation  to  load, 
unless  by  the  breach  of  them  the  object  of  the  voyage  is 
wholly  frustrated;  and  at  p.  186,  Pollock^  C.  B.,  draws 
the  distinction  between  the  case  where  the  charter-party 
provides  ihat  the  vessel  shall  sail  "  with  convenient  speed 
or  in  a  reasonable  time,"  and  where  the  provision  is  that  she 
shall  sail  on  a  particular  day,  and  explains  why  in  the  latter 

(fl)  5  Q.  B.  265.  (6)  10  Eatt,  555. 

(c)  1  H.  4^iV.  183. 
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1866.        case  only  it  is  to  be  construed  as  a  condition  precedent 
MacAndrew   ^^^  point  taken  in  these  cases,  that  the  frustration  of  the 
«•  voyage  by  the  breach  makes  a  difference,  originated  in 

Freeman  v.  Taylor  (a).  There  the  Plaintiff,  the  owner  and 
captain  of  the  ship,  went  round  by  the  Mauritius  on  his 
way  from  the  Cape  to  Bombay,  and  arrived  at  the  latter 
place  six  weeks  later  than  he  would  have  done  if  he  had 
proceeded  thither  direct  Other  ships  had  arrived  in  the 
meantime.  The  Defendant,  the  freighter,  refused  to  load, 
and  in  an  action  on  the  charter-party,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  p.  132, 
directed  the  jury,  that  ^Mnasmuch  as  the  freighter  might 
bring  his  action  against  the  owner,  and  recover  damages  for 
any  ordinary  deviation,  he  could  not,  for  such  a  deviation, 
put  an  end  to  the  contract ;  but  if  the  deviation  was  so  long 
and  unreasonable  that,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  mercantile 
concerns,  it  might  be  said  to  have  put  an  end  to  the  whole 
object  the  freighter  had  in  view  in  chartering  the  ship,  in 
that  case  the  contract  might  be  considered  at  an  end ;  and 
he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide,  whether  the  delay  here  was 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  have  put  an  end  to  the  ordinary 
objects  the  freighter  might  have  had  in  view  when  he 
entered  into  the  contract."  A  verdict  having  been  found 
for  the  Defendant,  a  new  trial,  applied  for  on  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant's  remedy  was  by  cross-action,  and  that 
the  engagement  in  that  case  to  sail  from  the  Cape  with  all 
convenient  speed  was  not  a  condition  precedent,  veas  re- 
fused. If  the  stipulation  here  had  been  that  the  ship  shouM 
start  at  once,  as  there  was  a  considerable  fall  of  freight, 
her  voyage  to  London  might  have  become  material;  but 
there  was  no  warranty  that  she  should  do  so;  and  it 
appears  that  she  went  there  bon&  fide  for  the  purpose  of 
her  trial  trip  and  refitting,  and  that  no  delay  was  thereby 
occasioned  ;  and  as  to  the  second  deviation  complained  of, 
namely,  to  Constantinople,  that  caused  an  immaterial  delay 

(a)  8  Bing.  124. 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  761 

in  her  arrival  at  Alexandria  of  only  a  few  days,  and  was  1866. 
ground  for  cross-action.  [ByUs^  J.,  referred  to  Seeger  v.  MacAmdbbw 
jDuthie{(i)t  as  explaining  the  principles  upon  which  sti-  chafpli. 
palations  in  charter-parties  are  to  be  construed.]  The 
whole  doctrine  is  gone  into  by  Williams^  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Behn  v. 
Bwmeu  {b\  and  at  p.  758,  in  that  case,  he  says :  **  But  we 
feel  a  difficulty  in  acceding  to  the  suggestion  which  appears 
to  have  been,  to  some  extent,  sanctioned  by  high  authority 
(see  DiifitfcA  v.  Corlett  (c)),  that  a  statement  of  this  kind  in 
a  charter-party,  which  may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  repre- 
sentation if  the  object  of  the  charter-party  be  still  prac- 
ticable, may  be  construed  as  a  warranty  if  that  object 
tarns  out  to  be  frustrated ;  because  the  instrument,  it 
should  seem,  ought  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  it  was  made,  irrespective 
of  the  events  which  may  afterwards  occur;"  and,  after  ad- 
verting to  a  suggestion  by  the  Court  in  some  cases  that 
neglect  or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  might  be  a 
breach  of  such  an  essential  stipulation  on  his  part  as  to 
justify  the  charterer  in  treating  the  contract  as  brought  to 
an  end  thereby,  and  in  refusing  on  that  account  to  perform 
his  part  of  it,  and  further  suggesting  that  in  deciding  that 
the  Court  might  jidvert  to  the  fact  whether  such  breach 
had  frustrated  the  whole  object  which  the  charterer  had 
in  view.  After  referring  to  Freeman  v.  Taylor  (d),  Tar- 
rabochia  v.  Hichie{e\  and  Dimeck  v.  Corlett (f))y  he 
says :  "  But  the  Court  did  not,  we  apprehend,  mean  to 
intimate  that  the  frustration  of  the  voyage  would  convert 
a  stipulation  into  a  condition,  if  it  were  not  originally  in- 
tended to  be  one."  The  utmost  injury  that  the  Defendants 
here  can  complain  of  is  a  delay  for  a  few  days;    and 

(fl)  8  C.  B.,  N,S.  45.  (d)  8  Bing.  124. 

(6)  3  B  J^S,  751.  (0  1  H./^  N,  183. 

(c)  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  199. 

(/)  12  Moo,  P.  C.  C.  C.  199,  224,  227. 

VOL.  T. — C.  P.  3    G 
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1866.       supposing  that  the  ship  ought  to  have  been  ready  for  the 
MaoAnprbw   voyage  without  going  to  London^  and  that  she  ought  to 
^*  have  sailed  direct  to  Alexandria,  and  ought  not  to  have 

gone  either  to  London  or  to  Constantinople^  the  stipula- 
tions in  respect  of  those  matters  entitle  the  Defendants  to 
maintain  a  cross-action,  but  not  to  throw  up  this  charter. 

[He  also  argued  that,  assuming  that  any  condition  was 
broken,  it  was  waived  by  the  Defendants.  The  ship  led 
London  on  March  1st ;  but  the  correspondence  showed  that 
down  to  the  10th  April,  when  the  Defendants  first  wrote 
declining  to  load,  and  when  it  was  conceded  they  discharged 
the  Plaintiffs  though  they  knew  the  circumstances,  they 
had  written  simply  saying  that  they  should  hold  the  Plain- 
tiffs liable;  and  up  to  that  date  they  did  not  throw  up  the 
charter-party.  This  part  of  the  case,  however,  is  not 
touched  by  the  judgment] 

• 

Edward  James  {Watkin  Williams  with  him)  for  the  De- 
fendants.— The  Plaintiffs  by  deviating  violated  a  condition 
precedent  that  the  ship  should  proceed  on  the  voyage 
"  with  all  convenient  speed,"  and  thereby  exonerated  the 
Defendants.  This  clause  is  to  be  construed  with  reference 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  the  instru- 
ment was  executed  and  not  with  reference  to  what  might 
subsequently  happen ;  and  it  is  immaterial  to  the  con- 
sideration of  whether  there  was  here  a  condition  prece- 
dent or  not,  whether  the  breach  caused  a  delay  of  one  day 
or  100  days ;  but  the  Plaintiffs*  argument  would  make  the 
construction  to  depend  upon  whether  the  vessel  was  b^t 
or  slow,  or  upon  whether  the  damage  caused  by  the  breach 
was  much  or  little.  The  object  which  the  Defendants 
had  in  view  was  to  send  a  vessel  for  cotton  for  this  country, 
and  they  agree  that  the  owners  may  take  on  board  an  out- 
ward cargo  direct  or  on  the  way  on  a  voyage  from  Aw- 
castle,  where  it  is  stated  in  the  charter-party  the  ship  then 
was,  to  Alexandria.     The  Plaintiffs  undertook  to  start  on 
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a  voyage  from  Newcastle  to  Alexandria;  London  is  not        1866. 
on  the  way  to  Alexandria,  and  it  is  conceded  that  Con-   Mac  Andrew 
siantinopU  is  not.    This  contract  would  not  have  entitled     chapplb. 
the  Plaintiff  to  have  sailed  from  Newcastle  to  Hamburgh, 
and  there  to  take  on  board  an  outward  cargo.     In  Behn  v. 
Bwmess  (a),  a  statement  that  a  ship  was  at  a  particular 
place  was  construed  as  a  condition  precedent    The  char- 
ter-party in  Clipsham  v.  Vertue{b)  is  differently  framed 
from  the  present     If  the  stipulations  here  are  conditions 
precedent  the  argument  on  the  other  side  has  shown  no 
waiver  by  the  Defendants  of  their  right  to  rely  on  them. 

Mellish  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  charterers  have  not  per- 
formed their  part  of  the  contract ;  but  they  say  by  way  of 
defence  that  a  condition  precedent  has  been  broken  by  the 
Plaintiffs^  and  that  they  the  Defendants  have  therefore  a 
right  to  throw  up  the  charter-party.  It  is  clear  that  a 
clause  contained  in  a  charter-party  may  either  be  such  as 
to  bind  merely  as  an  agreement,  or  that  it  may  be  a  con- 
dition precedent ;  and  the  question  is^  whether  this  clause 
is  a  condition  precedent,  which,  if  broken,  exonerates  the 
charterer,  or  a  stipulation  merely  for  a  breach  of  which  an 
action  is  the  remedy;  and  this  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  instrument  and  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
The  charter-party  says,  that  the  Ephesus,  being  "  every  way 
fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall  with  all  convenient  speed  (on 
being  ready),  having  liberty  to  take  an  outward  cargo  for 
owners'  benefit,  direct  or  on  the  way,  proceed  to  Alex- 
andria"  and  there  load.  That  is  the  part  which  is  relied 
on  for  the  Defendants  as  containing  a  condition  precedent; 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  this  should  be  such  a 

(a)  3  R  4-  5.  751.  (6)  5  Q.  B.  265. 

3g2 
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1866.  condition.  If  it  was  a  condition  precedent  that  the  ship 
MacAndrew  should  proceed  direct  from  Newcastle  to  Alexandria^  I  cer- 
Chapple.  tainly  agree  that  it  was  broken  by  either  of  the  deviations 
suggested^  namely,  by  the  voyage  to  London  in  the  first 
instance,  and  afterwards  to  Constantinople;  but  it  is  clear 
that  it  was  a  stipulation  only.  In  Behn  v.  Bumess  (a)  it 
was  held  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  that  the  words  "now 
in  the  port  of  Amsterdam"  amounted  to  a  warranty  or 
condition  precedent  to  the  contract  that  the  ship  was  there 
at  the  time  of  making  the  charter-party.  But  that  case 
was  decided  upon  the  construction  of  the  instrument  wilh 
reference  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  not  with 
reference  to  the  consideration  of  whether  the  whole  object 
of  the  voyage  had  been  frustrated  by  the  breach ;  and,  as 
it  is  admitted  here  that  the  whole  object  of  the  voyage  was 
not  frustrated  by  the  breaches  complained  of  in  this  case,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  consider  that  question  now.  The  present 
case  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  contract.  If  in  con- 
sequence of  the  Plaintiffs  neglecting  to  go  direct  to  Alex- 
andria the  Defendants  suffered  injury,  their  remedy  for 
that  is  by  an  action  for  breach  of  the  agreement 

WiLLBs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Defend- 
ants seek  to  answer  this  claim  by  setting  up  deviation  and 
delay.  It  seems  to  be  now  settled  that  deviation  stands  on 
the  same  footing  as  delay.  It  is  also  settled  (at  least  in 
this  Court)  that  a  deviation  or  delay  which  has  the  effect 
of  depriving  the  charterer  of  the  whole  benefit  of  his 
charter,  which  goes  to  the  "  whole  root  and  consideration," 
as  Lord  Ellenborough  says  in  Davidson  against  Gtpynne{]b\ 
at  p.  389,  and  frustrates  the  object  of  the  charter-party, 
would  be  an  answer;  but  that  a  bare  deviation  short 
of  that  gives  an  action  for  damages,  but  has  not  the 
effect  of  avoiding  the  contract.      In  Boone  v.  Eyre(c)i 

(fl)  3  B.  4  5.  751.  (6)  )2  Eatt,  381. 

(r)  1  H.  Bluckt,  273,  n.  {a). 


XXIX  VICTORIA.  765 

liitchie  V.  Atkinson  {a),  and  Davidson  v.  Gwynne  (&),  that        186*6. 
principle  was  recognized,  and  it  seems  that  the  phrases   macAndrbw 
whicii  have  been  used  in  the  more  recent  cases  are  not  new     ^ 

Chapple. 

ones.  In  the  present  case  the  deviation  does  not  go  to  the 
whole  root  and  consideration,  but  is  a  non-performance  of 
the  contract  which  may  be  compensated  in  damages.  It 
is  enough  to  say  that  this  vessel  was  not  engaged  Tor  a 
particular  cargo ;  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  facts  stated, 
that  the  transaction  was  a  speculation  on  the  rise  and  fall 
of  freight,  and  that  the  freights  having  been  continuously 
falling  from  the  month  of  January  to  the  1st  of  May^  when 
the  vessel  was  ready  to  load  at  Alexandria;  and  the  vessel 
not  having  been  ready  to  load  there  until  a  few  days  later 
than  she  would  have  been  if  there  had  been  no  deviation, 
the  injury  from  delay  is  matter  for  a  cross-action. 

Byles,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  principles 
which  govern  cases  of  this  kind  are  laid  down  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  in  Seeger  v.  Duthie{c): — "The  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  contracts  of  this  sort  depends  upon  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  be  gathered  from  the  language 
of  the  individual  instrument.  Whether  particular  stipula- 
tions are  to  be  conditions  precedent  or  not,  must  in  all 
cases  solely  depend  upon  that  intention  as  it  is  to  be 
gathered  from  the  instrument  itself."  That  is  the  true  and 
just  result  of  all  the  decided  cases.  In  this  case  there  is 
an  express  stipulation  that  the  ship  shall,  "  with  all  con- 
venient speed  (on  being  ready),  having  liberty  to  take  an 
outward  cargo  for  owners'  benefit,  direct  or  on  the  way, 
proceed  to  Alexandria'*  If  that  is  to  be  construed  as  a 
condition  not  to  deviate,  it  is  a  condition  to  be  implied ; 
and,  in  order  to  see  whether  it  should  be  so  construed,  we 
must  look  to  the  question  of  inconvenience  and  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.     If  such  a  stipulation  were  to  be  con- 

(a)  10  Eatt,  295.  (6)  12  EatU  381. 

(c)  8  C.  B.,  N.  5.  45,  64. 
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1866.  strued  as  a  condition,  any  actionable  delay  would  avoid 
MacAndrew  the  contract,  and  would  defeat  most  charter-parties.  This 
Chapple.  ^^  ^^^  express  stipulation  that  the  ship  shall  proceed  with  all 
convenient  speed  to  Alexandria ;  and  it  is  to  be  implied  that 
she  shall  not  deviate^  but  it  is  not  a  condition  that  she  shall 
not  do  so.  In  Freeman  v.  Tai/lar{a)f  cited  by  Mr.  Mellish, 
the  deviation  was  by  going  round  by  the  Mauritius  on  the 
way  to  Bombay,  where  the  ship  arrived  many  weeks  later 
than  she  would  have  done  if  she  had  proceeded  thither 
direct,  and  was  such  as  to  deprive  the  freighter  of  the 
benefit  of  the  contract,  which  was  not  the  case  here.  As 
far  as  I  can  see  my  way  in  this  case,  the  voyage  to  London 
was  nothing  more  than  the  trial  trip ;  and  the  deviation  to 
Constantinople  was  only  an  actionable  breach  of  the  stipu- 
lation  in  question. 

• 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  only 
one  question,  and  that  is  one  of  construction,  namely,  whe- 
ther this  clause  is  a  condition  precedent,  or  a  stipulation 
merely  which,  if  broken,  would  be  a  ground  for  a  cross- 
action.  No  doubt  words  might  have  been  inserted  in  the 
charter-party  sufficient  to  make  this  a  condition  precedent, 
if  the  parties  had  so  intended.  But  if  we  were  to  hold  this 
stipulation  to  be  so,  we  should  frustrate  that  intention. 
For  any  damage  that  has  ensued,  compensation  is  recover- 
able by  a  cross-action.  The  breach  complained  of  does  not 
go  to  the  whole  consideration ;  and  that  being  so,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  what  might  have  been  the  result,  if  the  whole 
object  of  the  charter-party  had  been  frustrated  by  it,  does 
not  arise. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

(a)  8  Bing.  124. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Complaint  of  Daniel  Pal- 
mer V.  The  London  and  South- Western 
Railway  Company.  ^ff""f?y' 

May  30. 


By  a  regulation  of  the  London  and  South  Wettem  Railway  Company ,  the  gates   Common  car^ 
of  their  goods  station  at  Nine  Elms  were  cloned  against  the  public  in  rier. 
general  at  half-past  six  in  the  evening ;  but  though  the  complainant's   Tke  Eailufay 


Tans  loaded  with  goods  intended  to  be  forwarded  by  the  railway  on  the  and  Canal 
tame  night  were  excluded  after  that  hour,  the  railway  company  after  Trt^c  Act^ 
that  hour  admitted  their  own  vans  loaded  with  similar  goods,  and  like-   1854  (17  4  ^8 
wise  those  of  Messrs.  Pictford  &  Co.,  affidavits  of  the  officers  of  the   f^c/.c.81,«.2). 
company  positively  affirming  that  this  was  done  without  any  partiality   Undue  pr^er- 
or  improper  motive.     Upon  an  application  under  "  The  Railway  and  ence  in  receiv' 
Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854,"  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  company  ing  at  railway 
from  subjecting  the  complainant  to  undue  prejudice,  the  Court  was  station  goods 
equally  divided;  Erltf  C.  J.,  and  Smithy  J.,  holding  that  the  applica-  for  forwarding 
tion  ought  not  to  be  granted :   Willes  and  Keating,  Jj.,  contra.  the  same  night, 

TN  Michaelmas  Term  Henry  James^  on  behalf  of  David 
Palmer^  the  complainant,  who  was  a  carrier,  obtained 
a  rule  calling  on  the  South-Western  Railway  Company  to 
show  cause  why  a  writ  of  injunction  should  not  issue 
against  them,  pursuant  to  ''  The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act,  1864"  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  31,  s.2),  to  restrain  them 
from  violating  or  contravening  that  Act,  and  enjoining 
obedience  to  the  same ;  and  to  restrain  them  from  sub- 
jecting the  complainant  and  his  traffic  to  undue  and  un- 
reasonable prejudice  and  disadvantage  in  refusing  to 
receive  goods  collected  by  him  at  the  company's  station  at 
Nine  Elms  after  the  time  fixed  by  the  company,  viz.  half- 
past  six  o'clock  in  the  evening,  whilst  they  received  at  that 
station  at  a  later  time  goods  collected  by  themselves  and 
certain  persons  trading  as  Pickford  &  Co. ;  and  to  restrain 
them  from  giving  an  undue  and  unreasonable  preference 
and  advantage  to  themselves  and  Pichford  &  Co.,  by 
receiving  goods  at  that  station  collected  by  themselves  and 
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1866.        Pichfard  &  Co.  after  the  time  at  which  they  would  receive 
Palmer       goods  collected  by  the  complainant  and  taken  by  him  to 
London  &     ^hat  station  to  be  carried  on  the  railway  ;  and  to  restrain 
WEBSTER       them  from  subjecting  the  complainant  to  any  undue  or 
Rail.  Co.      unreasonable  prejudice  or  di.<ad vantage  in  respect  of  the 
matters  referred  to  in  the  affidavits  on  which  this  rule  was 
moved,  or  in  the  receiving  of  goods  collected  by  the  com- 
plainant and  forwarded  to  that  station  to  be  carried  on  the 
railway,  and  why  they  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  this 
application. 

The  rule  was  moved  upon  affidavits  made  by  the  com- 
plainant, two  of  his  carmen,  and  his  attorney ;  and,  from 
the  statements  contained  in  them  it  appeared  that  the 
complainant  had  for  three  years  been  carrying  on  the  trade 
of  a  carrier,  at  6,  Great  Trinity  Lane,  in  the  city  of  Zo«- 
don,  and  at  the  King's  Head  Inn,  in  Surrey,  at  both  of 
which  places  he  had  receiving-houses  where  he  received 
and  forwarded  goods  to  the  country,  and  employed  fifteen 
men,  eight  vans,  three  carts  and  twelve  horses.  It  was 
usual  for  the  consignors  in  London  to  deliver  their  goods 
at  the  latest  possible  hour,  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding 
them  the  same  night.  The  company  carry  on  their  railway 
goods  of  the  like  kind  as  those  carried  by  the  complainant, 
and  had  a  receiving  office  at  Blossom* s  Inn,  near  5,  Great 
Trinity  Street,  and  at  90,  High  Street,  Southwark,  near 
King^s  Head  Inn ;  and  Messrs.  Pickford  had  also  a 
receiving-house  at  Castle  Inn,  Wood  Street,  and  another 
at  Union  Street,  Southwark^  both  near  to  the  complain- 
ant's receiving-houses;  and  both  the  company  and  Messrs. 
Pickford  received  goods  at  their  receiving-houses  up  to 
seven  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  for  the  purpose  of  forward- 
ing the  same  the  same  night  by  the  company's  railway, 
and  forwarded  the  same  to  the  Nine  Elms  station,  where 
Messrs.  Pickford's  vans  were  allowed  to  enter  up  to  half- 
past  eight  in  the  evening.    The  complainant  was  desirous 
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also  of  receiving  goods  up  to  seven ;  but  could  not  safely  do 
so,  as  he  was  informed  that  the  company  had  made  a  regu- 
lation forbidding  the  receipt  of  parcels  at  the  Nine  Elms 
station  afler  half-past  six.  But  after  half-past  six  and  up 
to  half-past  eight  the  company  permitted  their  own  vans 
and  carts  and  those  of  Messrs.  Pickford  coming  from 
their  receiving-houses  respectively  to  enter  the  station  on 
ten  different  occasions  which  were  specified.  It  was  dis- 
tinctly sworn,  that  on  several  of  those  occasions,  occurring 
in  April,  the  entering  of  carts  and  vans  of  the  com- 
plainant had  been  refused ;  and  he  stated  that,  from  per- 
sonal observations  and  knowledge  obtained  by  him  in  the 
course  of  his  trade,  he  knew  that  such  was  the  nightly 
practice  of  the  company,  and  that  such  vans  and  carts 
of  the  company  and  Messrs.  Pickford  were  unloaded  after 
half-past  six  and  up  to  half-past  eight,  and  the  goods 
forwarded  by  the  company's  trains  the  same  night. 

He  referred  to  In  re  Garton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter 
RailuHiy  Company  (a)  and  In  re  Baxendale  v.  The  South- 
western Railway  Company  (&).  The  latter  case  was  de- 
cided on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  one,  and,  in  both, 
this  Court  had  granted  a  similar  application  to  the  present 
upon  affidavits  of  facts  not  materially  differing  from  those 
now  used. 

The  most  material  allegations  in  the  affidavits  in  answer, 
which  were  of  great  length,  are  referred  to  in  the  judgment 
of  Erkf  C.  J.,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  those  affi- 
davits were  made  by  one  Haddow,  of  Nine  Elms  station, 
the  goods  manager  to  the  company;  by  Godson,  of  the 
same  station,  the  general  superintendent  of  the  company ; 
by  Ming,  of  the  same  station,  the  superintendent  of  the 
goods  terminus  at  that  station ;  and  by  Scott,  of  Waterloo 
station,  the  traffic  manager  to  the  company.    They  did  not 
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1866.        expressly  contradict  the  allegations  on  the  other  side;  but 
Palmer       described  the  enormous  traflBc  with  which  the  company 
London  &      had   to   deal,   contrasting   their    business  with   the  com- 
Western      plainant's,   describing  the   manner  in   which    theirs  was 
Rail.  Co.      carried  on,  and  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  grappling  with 
it;  and  it  was  alleged,  that  the  time  for  closing  the  gates 
at  Nine  Elms  had  been  fixed  with  a  view  to  enable  the 
various  trains  to  be  started  from  that  station  at  the  times 
arranged,  and  that  nothing  could  be  more  dangerous  to 
the  safety  of  passenger  trains  than  that  goods  trains  should 
be  started  and  run  irregularly ;  that  having  regard  to  the 
convenience  of  the  public  and  the  quantity  of  goods  con- 
veyed daily  and  to  the  numerous  stations,  half-past  six 
was  the  latest  hour  which  could  be  named;  and  it  was 
distinctly  sworn  that  the  arrangements  of  the  company 
with  respect  to  the  receiving  of  goods  at  Nine  JSlms  and 
forwarding  them  from  thence  were  not  made  with  a  view  to 
their  own  exclusive  profit,  or  to  give  undue  preference  to 
themselves,  or  to  place  the  complainant  or  any  other  party 
at  a  disadvantage,  but  with  a  view  solely  to  the  general 
convenience  and  safety  of  the  public ;  and  Godson  stated 
that,  as  general  superintendent  of  the  company,  and  having 
the  general  oversight  of  the  Nine  Elms  goods  station  and 
the  staff  there,  he  constantly  endeavoured  to  do  whatever 
was  necessary  for  the  general  accommodation  of  the  public 
bringing  goods  there ;  that  he  had  never  placed  the  com- 
plainant to  any  disadvantage,  or  in  any  way  impeded  his 
traffic,  but  invariably  applied  the  same  regulations  to  that 
traffic  as  to  all  other  traffic  brought  under  like  circum- 
stances by  the  public  direct  to  the  station ;  and  that  it  would 
not  be  for  the  public  convenience  to  alter  the  existing  regu- 
lations applicable  to  such   traffic;  and  that  if  the  same 
were  altered  so  as  to  have  the  effisct  of  admitting  goods 
from  all  parties  up  to  a  later  hour  than  half-past  six,  he 
could  not  undertake  that  the  working  of  the  trains  should 
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be  properly  or  safely  carried  on^  as  the  night  would  not  be 
lung  enough  for  the  dispatch  of  the  many  goods  trains, 
and  such  trains  would  (so  to  speak)  be  unavoidably  driven 
into  the  following  day,  and,  by  running  more  amongst  pas- 
senger trains,  prejudice  the  accommodation  and  safety  of 
the  public.  It  also  appeared  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
company's  own  vans  to  enter  the  station  after  half-past  six 
as  the  stabling  for  the  horses  was  there;  and  that  the 
regulation  as  to  closing  the  gates  was  subject  to  excep- 
tion at  the  discretion  of  the  superintendent,  according  to 
circumstances,  as  in  the  case  of  goods  for  shipment  on 
a  ship  about  to  sail,  &c. ;  and  that  the  complainant  had 
had  the  benefit  of  this  impartiality  with  other  cus- 
tomers. 
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In  Hilary  Term  Giffard  and  C  Wood  showed  cause, 
iemd  H.  James  and  E0ii  Lloyd  supported  the  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


The  following  judgments  were  now  delivered. 

Erle,  C.  J.  This  was  an  application  for  an  injunction 
against  undue  prejudice,  and  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of 
the  applicant  show,  that  he  and  the  railway  company  and 
Messrs.  Baxendale  are  collecting  carriers  collecting  goods 
to  be  forwarded  by  the  railway  ;  that  the  gates  of  the  com- 
pany's station  are  closed  at  half-past  six  against  the  public 
in  general ;  that  the  vans  of  the  complainant  arriving  after 
that  hour  have  frequently  been  excluded,  and  that  the 
vans  of  the  railway,  company  and  those  of  Messrs. 
Baxendale  arriving  after  that  hour  have  been  constantly 
admitted  and  the  goods  forwarded  the  same  evening. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  show,  first,  that  the  company 
contract  to  deliver  at  its  destination  before  morning  each 
and  every  consignment  received  at  the  station  before  half- 
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past  sixy  and  th^t  there  is  good  reason  for  fixing  that  hour 
for  the  limit  of  receipts  under  that  contract;  and,  se- 
condly, that  some  goods  are  received  into  the  station  after 
half-past  six,  and  forwarded  the  same  night,  and  that  in 
so  doing  the  company  act  rightly,  both  in  respect  of  their 
own  interests  and  of  their  duty  to  their  customers. 

As  to  the  first  point,  viz.  that  there  is  good  reason  for 
fixing  the  hour  of  half-past  six  as  the  limit  of  receipt  under 
the  contract,  the  afiidavits  of  the  ofiicers  of  the  company 
state  that  the  trafiic  is  managed  in  the  manner  best  adapted 
to  secure  for  all  the  public,  in  the  utmost  degree,  safe  and 
cheap  accommodation,  without  any  partiality ;  that  there 
are  daily  from  Nine  Elms  29  goods  trains,  with  720  rail- 
way trucks,  carrying  1,000  tons ;  that  525  road  vans  arrive 
daily  at  that  station ;  that  arrangements  must  be  made  for 
delivering  this  amount  of  traffic  every  night  among  250 
stations;  that  for  the  first  train  at  10.35,  there  were,  in 
April,  2,400  consignments   each  day;    that   every  con- 
signment had  to  be  received,  weighed,  carried  from  scales, 
sorted,  loaded  on  hand  trucks,  conveyed  to  railway  trucks, 
entered  on  truck  lists,  loaded  into  trucks  and  invoiced; 
that  this  process  for  the  first  goods  trains  for  the  more 
distant  stations  in  North  Devon  has  to  be  repeated  in  a 
degree   for   the   goods  trains   succeeding   each   other  at 
half-hour  intervals  until  3  a.m.  for  the  nearer  counties; 
that  the  line  must  be  drawn  at  some  point  to  limit  the 
contract  of  the  company  to   fbrward   in   the   course  of 
the   night,   and   that    half-past    six    is    the   latest    prac- 
ticable time  for  the  receiving  of  goods  with  a  contract 
so  to  forward  them ;  that  the  outgoing  trains  are  to  be 
arranged,  not  only  with  reference  to  their  own  safety,  but 
also  with  reference  to  the  in-coming  trains,  when  an  analo- 
gous process  has  to  be  repeated   for  distributing  goods 
arriving  in  London  ;  that  the  hour  for  contracting  to  for- 
ward the  same  night  must  be  fixed  with  reference  not  only 
to  great  differences  in  the  quantity  of  the  traffic  to  which 
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the  contract  would  apply  on  diBerent  nights,  but  also  to        1866. 
great  differences  in  the  purposes  of  the  consignors.  Palmer 

These  being  the  facts  relevant  to  the  time  of  closing,  I      London  & 
think  that  the  company  had  good  reason  for  fixing  on  half-      «,®°"^" 
past  six  as  the  latest  time  for  receiving  goods  under  the      Rail.  Co. 
contract,  and  that  this  Court  ought  not  to  compel  them 
to  incur  the  risk  of  numerous  breaches  of  contract,  and 
of  numerous  collisions,  by  interfering  with  the  complex 
arrangements  in  subordination  to   each  other  above  de- 
scribed. 

As  to  the  second  point,  that  some  goods  are  received 
into  the  station  after  half-past  six,  and  forwarded  the  same 
night,  the  affidavits  in  answer  show  that  this  is  done  by 
right  and.  according  to  duty,  the  company  having  a  right 
to  forward  goods  at  any  time,  and  a  duty  to  forward  them 
at  all  tiroes  without  delay.  There  must  be  a  limit  of  time 
as  to  when  the  contract  is  to  attach,  and  the  party  claim- 
ing to  come  in  under  that  contract  must  comply  with  that 
limit;  and  as  the  applicant  claims  that  his  goods  should 
be  received  and  forwarded  under  the  contract,  they  are 
properly  excluded  when  not  within  the  time  limited  for 
the  contract.  With  respect  to  the  charge  that  goods  are 
received  after  half-past  six,  and  forwarded  the  same  night, 
as  far  as  the  complaint  is  general  the  answer  must  be 
equally  general,  and  it  shows  classes  of  cases  where  the 
facts  complained  of  are  done  lawfully  and  properly,  with- 
out causing  undue  prejudice  to  any  one.  Thus  it  appears 
that  the  general  rule  above  mentioned  for  closing  the  gates 
at  half-past  six,  and  excluding  vans  after  that  time,  is 
subject  to  exception  at  the  discretion  of  the  superin- 
tendent, according  to  circumstances, — such  as  goods  for 
shipment  on  a  ship  about  to  sail,  perishable  goods,  acci- 
dental deldys  on  the  road,  and  the  like;  and  that  the 
complainant  has  had  the  benefit  of  this  exception  im- 
partially with  all  other  customers.  Thus,  also,  with  re- 
spect  to    admitting   some  of    the   vans  of    the   railway 
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company  after  half-past  six  :  it  appears  that  there  are 
thirty-seven  receiving-houses,  and  several  carmen  collect- 
ing for  several  receiving-hoases  lying  in  several  lines  from 
the  circumference  of  collection  towards  the  centre  several 
tiroes  in  a  day,  and  that  the  last  collection  begins  at  the 
circumference  at  half-past  four ;  and,  as  the  quantities  vary, 
each  carman  is  detained  more  or  less  as  he  approaches  the 
station,  and  so  is  often  admitted  after  half-past  six,  and 
the  goods  are  then  forwarded  as  far  as  can  be  conveniently 
done;  and  it  further  appears  that,  in  several  receiving- 
houses,  goods  are  sorted  and  weighed,  and  invoiced  and 
made  fit  for  immediate  forwarding,  which  cannot  be  done 
by  a  stranger  to  the  company,  and  that  there  is  reason 
for  admitting  vans  so  loaded  from  those  houses  at  a  later 
hour,  and  forwarding  those  goods  from  these  receiving- 
houses.  The  goods  for  the  earliest  trains  may  be  sorted 
from  the  goods  for  the  later  trains,  and  sent  forwards, 
according  to  the  station,  in  time  for  performing  the  con- 
tract as  to  those  goods ;  but  this  species  of  sorting  must 
be  done  by  agents  for  the  company,  as  a  mistake  in  sorting 
would  make  them  liable  for  a  breach  of  contract. 

These  being  the  facts,  and  half-past  six  being  shown  to 
be  the  proper  hour  for  closing,  in  reference  to  the  contract, 
if  this  rule  is  made  absolute,  it  must  be  in  effect  for  an 
injunction  against  forwarding  any  goods  at  all  received 
after  half-past  six.  The  consequence  of  such  an  injunction 
would  be  that  the  applicant  would  have  a  contingent  possi- 
bility of  being  employed  to  cart  some  of  the  goods  now 
carted  by  the  railway  company,  that  is,  in  case  the  con- 
signors of  such  goods  were  induced  by  reason  of  the  delay 
to  consign  to  the  railway  through  him,  instead  of  to  the 
railway  direct.  On  the  other  hand,  the  consignors  of  all 
the  goods  detained  would  suffer  twenty-four  hours  useless 
delay ;  the  railway  company  would  have  to  warehouse  those 
goods  for  twenty-four  hours,  and  the  complex  arrangements 
above  described  would  be  disturbed. 
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As  to  receiving  the  goods  after  half>past  six,  all  parties        1866. 
are  at  liberty  to   receive  at  the  receiving-houses  at  all       Palmer 
hours  any  goods.    The  only  question  is  in  respect  to  the      London  & 
obligation  to  forward.     That  obligation  only  attaches  when        South 
the  contract  attaches;  but  where  the  contract  does  not      Rail. Co. 
attach,  still  the  company  has  and  ought  to  have  the  option 
of  forwarding  the  goods  at  any  time,  and  violates  no  right 
in  doing  so.     The  affidavits  of  the  Defendants  are  positive, 
that  the  vans  admitted  after  half-past  six  are  so  admitted 
without  any  partiality  or  improper  motive;  and  I  see  no 
reason  for  disbelieving  them.     If  we  granted  an  injunction 
against  forwarding  in  the  night  any  goods,  unless  received 
at  the  station  before  half-past  six,  we  should  defeat  the 
purpose  of  the  statute  under  which  we  are  acting,  as  that 
statute  (sect.  2)  enacts,  that  every  railway  shall  aiFord  all 
reasonable  facility  for  receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering 
traffic  on  their  railway.    The  proposed  injunction  would,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  cause  a  violation  of  the  duty  thus  created, 
if  it  caused  useless  delay. 

So  the  matter  would  have  stood  if  it  had  been  res  integroy 
but  it  is  said  we  ^re  concluded  by  authority,  and  that  the 
cases  of  In  re  Baxendale  v.  The  South-  Western  Railway 
Company  (a)  and  In  re  Garton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter 
Railway  Company  (b)  are  in  point.  In  answer  to  this,  I 
beg  to  say  that  the  argument  from  authority  seems  to  me 
to  be  without  conclusive  force  in  guiding  the  exercise  of 
this  jurisdiction;  the  question,  whether  undue  prejudice 
has  been  caused,  being  a  question  of  fact,  depending  on 
the  facts  proved  in  each  case.  The  legislature  intended, 
by  the  Traffic  Act,  to  facilitate  the  transport,  that  is,  the 
receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering,  of  traffic;  and,  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  such  facility,  gave  to  this  Court 
a  discretionary  power  over  all  the  operations  of  railway 
companies  relating  to  transport  of  traffic,  by  issuing  an 

(fl)  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.  758.  (h)  6  C.  B,  N..S.  639. 
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injunction  against  undue  prejudice;  and,  as  the  terms 
*' undue  prejudice"  are  unlimited,  any  operation  may  be 
within  them ;  so  that  the  power  is,  in  effect,  arbitrary, 
and  is  not  subject  to  any  review  either  in  respect  of  the 
questions  of  fact  or  law.  The  injunction  is  a  severe  in- 
fliction as  a  censure,  as  a  fine  in  the  shape  of  costs,  and 
as  an  interruption  in  the  conduct  of  a  very  complicated 
and  important  business,  the  directors  being  subject  to  im- 
prisonment, and  the  company  being  liable  to  a  fine  not 
exceeding  200/.  per  day  for  disobedience  to  an  injunction ; 
also  it  is  a  proceeding  in  which  the  railway  company  caa 
never  gain  anything,  and  must  always  lose  something  in 
the  shape  of  costs.  The  legislature,  assuming  that  some 
directors  would  suppose  themselves  to  be  above  the  con- 
trol  of  the  law,  seems  to  have  created  this  anomalous 
jurisdiction  to  bring  them  down  to  the  level  of  the  law 
in  case  of  need,  and  intrusted  such  a  power  to  this  Court, 
in  the  confidence  that  the  rights  of  railway  companies, 
under  the  law,  would  here  be  securely  protected.  In 
exercising  this  jurisdiction  and  granting  an  injunction,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  Court  has  to  consider  the  conflict  of 
affidavits  and  ascertain  therefrom  what  is  the  complaint, 
whether  the  public  have  any  interest  in  it,  and  whether 
any  fair  interests  of  the  railway  company  are  involved  in  it, 
and  whether  the  directors  intentionally  violate  their  duty 
towards  the  public  or  their  company,  or  the  complainant 

I  recite  these  considerations  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
porting my  opinion  that  the  grounds  for  this  extraor- 
dinary interference  must,  in  each  instance,  in  their  nature 
be  almost  singular,  and  scarcely  ever  afford  any  guidance 
for  deciding  a  subsequent  application  for  an  injunction. 
In  confirmation  of  this  opinion,  I  rely  upon  the  course 
taken  by  this  Court  in  granting  an  injunction  against  this 
company  at  the  suit  of  Mr.  Baxendale.  I  concurred  in 
that  decision  because  I  considered  myself  bound  by  the 
precedent  in  Gorton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  RaUway 
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Company  (a).  In  each  case  the  gates  of  the  goods  station 
had  been  closed  against  the  public  in  general  at  a  fixed  ' 
hour,  and  the  vans  of  the  company  were  supposed  to  be 
admitted  after  that  hour,  and  as  such  admission  was  de- 
cided to  be  an  undue  prejudice  to  Mr.  Oarton,  this  Court 
was  induced  to  decide  that  an  admission  of  the  vans  of  this 
company  (the  South  Western)  was  also  an  undue  prejudice 
to  Mr.  BaxenddU.  On  the  authority  of  these  two  cases, 
Mr.  Palmer  now  moves  for  another  injunction,  and  I  have 
been  thus  obliged  either  to  grant  every  such  application 
or  to  reconsider  the  question  of  authority,  and  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  ought  not  to  bind  in  the  manner 
that  a  precedent  in  law  binds. 

I  do  not  presume  to  discuss  the  merits  of  Mr.  GartorCi 
case,  as  I  was  not  a  party  to  it.  I  assume  it  must  have 
been  properly  decided ;  but  still  it  is  not  a  precedent  that 
must  be  always  followed  wherever  the  vans  of  the  com- 
pany are  admitted  into  a  station  after  it  is  closed  against 
the  public.  I  do  not  know  whether  in  Garten's  case  (a) 
the  affidavits  of  the  officers  of  the  company  were  disbe-* 
lieved,  and  the  motives  of  the  directors  discredited,  or 
whether  the  interest  of  the  collecting  carrier  was  con« 
sidered  of  more  importance  to  the  public  than  the  interest 
of  the  railway  company ;  such  considerations  appear  to 
have  had  weight  with  the  Court  in  some  of  the  cases 
against  the  Oreat  Western  Railway  Company.  None  of 
these  considerations  appear  to  me  to  be  relevant  against 
the  directors  of  this  company ;  in  my  opinion  they  have 
done  their  duty  in  the  conduct  of  their  business,  and  ought 
not  to  be  interfered  with  on  the  complaint  now  before  us. 
I  am  further  confirmed  in  this  view  by  the  consequence  of 
the  injunction  granted  at  the  suit  of  Mr.  Baxendale.  I 
thought  at  the  time  it  was  granted  that  the  Defendants 
had  been  doing  their  duty  in  a  proper  manner ;  neverthe- 


1866. 


Palmbr 

V, 
LOKDOM  ft 

SooTn 
Wbstbkn 
Rail.  Co. 


(o)  6  C.  a,  N.  S.  639. 


VOL.  1.— C.  P. 


3H 


778 


TBINITY  TERM. 


1866. 


Palmer 

London  & 

South 
Western 
Rail.  Co* 


less,  the  injunction  went  on  authority;  the  consequence 
has  been  that  the  company,  in  supposed  obedience  thereto, 
have  submitted  to  the  will  of  Mr.  Baxendale,  and  appear 
to  have  admitted  his  vans  at  all  hours.  This  admis«on  of 
Mr.  Baxendale' s  vans  appears  to  have  induced  Mr.  Palmer 
to  claim  a  similar  admission,  and  would  be  a  ground  for 
the  admission  of  everybody,  if  precedent  is  to  be  followed. 
But  it  is  certain  that  we  ought  not  to  follow  any  precedent, 
if  in  doing  so  we  should  defeat  the  intention  of  the  legisla* 
ture  as  above  described.  That  intention  was  declared  to  be 
to  facilitate  transport  of  traffic.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  in- 
junction now  applied  for— -that  is,  an  injunction  against 
closing  at  half-past  six,  or  against  forwarding  after  half- 
past  six,  would,  in  its  practicable  operation,  prevent  the 
railway  company  from  forwarding  on  the  same  night  any 
goods  which  arrived  at  the  station  after  half-past  six, 
and  would,  therefore,  be  a  hindrance  instead  of  a  fecility 
to  transport,  and  so  would  be  contrary  to  the  interest  and 
convenience  of  the  public.  Such  an  injunction  might  be 
the  source  of  private  profit  to  Mr.  Palmer,  but  he  has  no 
right  to  demand  that  the  interests  of  the  public  or  of  the 
railway  should  be  sacrificed  for  his  private  gain.  For  these 
reasons,  I  think  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 


WiLLEs,  J.  My  Brother  Keating  and  myself  are  of 
opinion  that  the  precedents  which  would  entitle  the  ap- 
plicant  to  judgment  bind  us ;  and,  moreover,  that  they  are 
right. 

Smith,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  Erky  C.  J. 
As  the  Court  was  thus  divided — 


The  Rule  dropped. 
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1866. 


MuLLETT  V.  Mason.  ji^bb^^' 


Th^  Defendant,  who  was  a  cattle  dealer  and  butcher,  knowing  that  a  cow  Fraudulent  re- 
which  he  had  recently  bought  was  a  foreign  cow,  and  Uiat  she  was  preseniaiion 
suffering  from  an  infectious  disease,  but  not  knowing  that  the  disease  and  breach  qf 
was  the  cattle  plague,  from  which  she  died  shortly  afterwards,  sold  her  warranty. 
to  the  Plaintiff,  a  fanner,  warranting  her  to  be  sound,  and  falsely  repre-  Fraudulent  tale 
senting  that  she  was  an  English  cow  which  had  come  from  his  father's  of  cow  n^feeted 
farm,  and  that  she  was  free  from  disease.    The  Plaintiff  having  placed  with  eattU 
her  in  a  cow-house  with  five  of  his  other  cows,  they  became  infected  plague. 
by  the  cattle  plague,  from  which  the  cow  which  he  had  bought  was  in  Consequential 
fact  suffering,  and  died.    Held;  in  an  action  containing  counts  on  the  damage*  - 
warranty  and  for  the  fraudulent  representation, — 

1.  That  under  the  latter  counts  the  value  of  the  five  cowi,  as 

well  as  that  of  the  cow  which  the  Plaintiff  had  bought,  was 
recoverable,  his  loss  in  respect  of  both  those  grounds  of 
damage  being  the  direct  and  natural  result  of  the  Defendant's 
representations. 

2,  Qusere,  whether  the  loss  in  respect  of  the  five  cows  could  have 

been  recovered  in  an  action  simply  for  the  breach  of  war- 
ranty. 

rtlHE  declaration,  in  the  1st  count,  alleged  that  the  De« 
"^  fendant  by  warranting  a  cow  to  be  then  free  from 
disease,  sold  it  to  the  Plaintiff:  Breach,  that  it  was  not 
then  free  from  disease.  2nd  count:  that  the  Defendant 
was  possessed  of  a  cow  which,  as  the  Defendant  then  well 
knew,  was  diseased ;  and  the  Defendant  by  then  fraudu- 
lently concealing  from  the  Plaintiff  that  the  cow  was 
diseased,  and  representing  to  him  that  it  was  free  from 
disease,  induced  the  Plaintiff  to  buy  the  cow  for  10/.  \5s., 
which  the  Plaintiff  paid  to  the  Defendant.  The  3rd  count 
stated  that  the  Defendant  was  possessed  of  a  cow  which, 
as  he  then  well  knew,  was  a  foreign  cow,  imported  into 
England  from  parts  beyond  the  seas,  and  that  it  had  not 
come  from  the  farm  of  the  father  of  the  Defendant,  and 
that  it  was  then  suffering  from  a  disease  which  would 
infect  other  cows  with  which  it  might  be  placed  or  come 
into  contact ;  and  the  Defendant,  by  then  fraudulently  con* 
cealing  from  the  Plaintiff  that  the  cow  was  diseaaed,  and 

3fl2 
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1866.        representing  to  him  that  it  was  free  from  disease,  and  that 

MuLLBTT     ^^  was  not  a  foreign  cow,  and  that  it  had  come  from  the  farm 

«  ^'  of  the  Defendant's  father,  induced  the  Plaintiff,  who  was 

MASON*  1         Tx    /•      J 

then  a  farmer  possessed  of  other  cows,  as  the  Defendant 
well  knew,  to  buy  the  cow  for  10/.  15^.,  which  the  Plaintiff 
paid  to  the  Defendant,  by  means  of  which  several  premises 
the  Plaintiff  lost  that  sum,  and  the  cow  became  of  no 
use  to  the  Plaintiff  and  infected  other  cows  of  the  Plain- 
tiff with  the  disease,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  compelled  to  sell 
them  at  a  much  lower  price  than  he  otherwise  would  have 
obtained  for  them,  and  otherwise  incurred  great  trouble  and 
expense. 

The  Defendant  pleaded, — Isi,  to  the  first  count  a  denial 
of  the  warranty ;  2ndly,  to  the  same,  that  the  cow  was  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  warranty  free  from  disease ;  Srdly, 
to  the  second  and  third  counts  not  guilty ;  4thly,  to  the 
second  count  that  the  cow  therein  mentioned  was  not 
diseased  as  alleged ;  5thly,  to  the  third  count,  that  the  cow 
therein  mentioned  was  not  suffering  from  the  disease  therein 
mentioned  as  alleged. 

Issues  were  joined  on  the  above  pleas. 

On  the  trial  at  the  Staffordshire  Spring  Assizes  before 
Piffott,  B.,  the  facts  which  appeared  in  evidence  were  as 
follows : — 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  farmer  in  Staffordshire.  The  De- 
fendant was  a  cattle  dealer  and  butcher  in  the  same  countyi 
and  on  the  18th  July  sold  the  cow  to  the  Plaintiff  at 
Westbromwich,  in  that  county,  for  11/.,  warranting  her  to 
be  sound,  and  representing  to  him  that  she  was  an  English 
cow  and  that  she  had  come  from  his  father's  farm,  and  that 
she  was  free  from  disease.  He  had,  in  fact,  bought  the  cow 
at  the  Metropolitan  Cattle  Market  in  London  only  five  days 
previously,  and  knew  that  sRe  was  a  foreign  cow  and  that 
she  was  afflicted  with  an  infectious  disease;  but  he  did  not 
know  that  she  was  suffering,  as  the  fact  was,  from  rinde^ 
pest  or  cattle  plague,  which  at  that  time  had  only  recently 
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broke  out  in  England,  and  was  not  known.  Immediately  1866. 
after  his  purchase  the  Plaintiff  placed  the  cow  in  a  cow-house  Mullett 
with  five  other  cowsi  where  she  soon  exhibited  symptoms  mason. 
of  disease,  and  she  died  within  a  week  from  rinderpest;  and 
one  of  the  other  five  cows,  having  stood  alongside  of  her, 
all  those  five  became  infected  and  died  also.  There  was 
also  some  evidence  that  the  Plaintiff,  from  apprehension  of 
danger  to  certain  other  cows  of  his,  and  in  consequence  of 
what  had  happened,  had  been  constrained  to  sell  them  at  a 
loss.  It  was  insisted  for  the  Plaintiff  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances above,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  as  damages  : 
1st,  the  value  of  the  cow  which  he  had  bought;  2nd,  the 
value  of  the  five  cows  which  had  died  ;  and  3rdly,  his  loss 
in  respect  of  the  cows  he  had  sold  ;  but  the  Judge  refused 
to  leave  the  question  as  to  the  third  head  of  damage  to  the 
jury,  and  they  found  their  verdict  for  109/.,  that  amount 
being  made  up  of  11/.,  the  price  given  for  the  cow  in 
question,  and  98/.  for  the  five  cows  that  had  died. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  the  Defendant  to  move  to  reduce 
the  damages  to  11/.,  and  in  Easter  Term  H»  Matthews 
obtained  a  rule  accordingly.  He  also  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
evidence;  but  that  part  of  his  application  was  refused. 
[ByUs,  J.,  referred  to  Hadley  v.  Baxendale  (a),  and  Hill  v. 
Balls  (b)  was  cited.] 

HuddUston  now  showed  cause. — ^The  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
io  retain  the  whole  of  the  damages.  The  jury  found  the 
warranty  alleged  and  the  breach,  and  that  the  Defendant 
represented  that  the  cow  was  free  from  disease,  though  he 
knew  that  she  was  affected  by  an  infectious  disease.  It 
must  be  taken,  therefore,  to  have  been  in  his  contemplation 
that  a  purchaser  buying  a  cow  upon  such  a  warranty  and 
representation  as  that  would  place  her  with  his  other  cows,  *• 

• 

(a)  9  Ex.  341.  (6)  2  U.Sf  N.  299. 
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^866,  and  that  the  consequences  naturally  and  according  to  the 
MuLLBTT  usual  course  of  things  would  be  infection,  and  such  damage 
Masok.  &s  ^he  Plaintiff  has  here  suffered :  Hadley  v.  SaxendaU  (a). 
[  Willes,  J.  It  is  not  unlike  Langridge  v,  Lwy  (i),  where 
the  Plaintifi's  father  bought  a  gun  of  the  Defendant  for 
the  use  of  himself  and  his  sonsi  which  the  Defendant  falsely 
and  fraudulently  warranted  to  have  been  made  by  Nock 
and  to  be  safe,  when  in  fact  it  was  not  a  gun  made  by 
that  maker  nor  safe,  and  having  exploded  and  maipied 
the  Plaintiff,  an  action  was  held  maintainable.] 

H.  Matthews  was  called  on  to  support  the  rule. — It  is 
admitted  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  right;  but  there 
would  be  no  limit  to  liability  for  a  breach  of  warranty  or 
false  representation  if  the  second  head  of  damage  here  is 
recoverable.  Those  damages  are  too  remote.  The  ques* 
tion  arises  principally  upon  the  third  count.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  Defendant  knew  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
other  cows,  or  that  he  meant  to  place  the  cow  he  bought  in 
contact  with  other  cattle,  and  it  is  not  to  be  taken  ai 
within  the  reasonable  contemplation  of  the  vendor  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  such  cows  or  that  he  would  act  as  he  did. 
The  Defendant  is  only  liable  for  consequences  which  might 
be  reasonably  expected  to  flow  from  his  statements.  [Smithy 
J.  It  was  surely  not  within  the  reasonable  contem[datioD 
of  the  parties  that  the  cow  would  be  put  in  solitary  con- 
finement.] She  seemed  dull  from  the  first,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff was  negligent  in  putting  her,  whilst  she  appeared  as  she 
did,  with  the  other  beasts.  \_Erlef  C.  J.  If  the  Plaintiff 
was  to  look  after  her,  what  was  the  use  of  his  warranty? 
WilleSf  J.,  said,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  had  refused  to 
interfere  in  a  case  where  a  jury  had  given  a  verdict  for 
some  thousands  of  pounds  against  a  chemist  who  had  sold 
*•*  an  arsenical  mixture  or  omtment  for  rubbing  on  sheepi 

(a)  9  Ex.  34].  (b)  2M.I^W.  519. 
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which  had  caused  their  death.  In  that  case  it  might  apr  1866. 
pear  bard  that,  while  the  profit  on  the  sale  of  the  mixture  Mullett 
would  be  triflingi  the  Defendant  should  be  liable  for  such  mason. 
a  large  sum.]  In  Borradaile  v.  Brunton{a)  it  was  held^  .^ 
in  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  of  a  chain  cablcj  that 
under  the  warranty  of  the  cable  the  Plaintiffs  might  recover 
the  value  of  the  lost  anchor  to  which  the  insufficient  cable 
was  attached.  But  when  that  case  was  cited  in  Hadley  v. 
Baxendale  (b),  Alderson,  B.,  at  p.  347,  asks  why  the  De- 
fendant should  not  have  been  liable  for  the  ship,  and 
Parke,  B.,  observes  that  Sedgwick  doubts  the  correctness 
of  the  report;  and  it  is  pointed  out  in  a  note  that  8  Ihunton 
is  of  but  doubtful  authority.  In  Hill  v.  Balls  {c),  a  decla- 
ration was  held  to  disclose  no  cause  of  action  which  stated 
that  the  Defendant,  knowing  that  a  horse  of  which  he  was 
possessed  was  afflicted  with  glanders,  sold  it  by  auction  at 
a  repository ;  that  the  Plaintiff,  believing  it  to  be  healthy, 
purchased  it;  that  by  reason  of  the  disease  it  was  worthless ; 
and  in  consequence  of  it  being  put  into  a  stable  with  another 
horse  of  the  Plaintiff's,  that  other  horse  became  infected 
and  died.  [TFt/Ze^,  J.  In  that  case  there  was  no  misre- 
presentation nor  warranty.]  No ;  but  at  p.  305,  Bramwell, 
B.,  says,  '^  but  how  does  the  damage  flow  from  the  act 
complained  of  ?  In  truth  it  all  flows  from  the  Plamtiff 's 
buying  the  horse,  and  dealing  with  it  as  he  did.  Had  he 
not  bought  it,  he  would  have  sustained  none  of  the  losses 
he  complains  of.  Having  bought  it,  had  he  thought  fit  at 
once  to  kill  it,  he  would  have  sustained  no  loss  but  his 
first  loss.  But  his  buying  it  and  dealing  with  it  as  he  did 
are  entirely  his  own  acts,  and  not  the  result  in  any  sense, 
certainly  not  the  natural  or  necessary  result,  of  any  act  of 
the  Defendant."  Therefore,  where  a  man  sells  a  glandered 
horse  and  thereby  causes  the  buyer  to  loose  others  from 
the  contagion,  no  action  is  maintainable,  as  there  is  neither 

(a)  8  Taunt.  535.  (c)  2  H.  ^  N,  299. 

(5)  9jE;j.43I. 
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1866.  injuria  nor  damnum.  [TFiUefjJ.  My  Brother  BramwelTi 
MuLLETT  TDind  is  too  logical  for  him  to  have  meant  that.  What  he 
Mason  iR^Qs  isy  that  where  there  is  no  warranty  or  fraud  on  the 
.1  part  of  the  selleri  the  mere  sale  of  such  an  animal  will  not 
entitle  the  purchaser  to  recover  the  loss.  In  CoUen  v. 
Wright  (a),  the  Defendant  signed  a  written  agreement, 
describing  himself  as  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  a  farm, 
which  he  agreed  to  let  to  the  Plaintiff^  wheni  in  fact,  he 
had  no  such  authority ;  and  it  was  held  not  only  that  an 
action  was  maintainable  against  him  for  breach  of  his 
promise  that  he  had  authority  to  make  the  agreement,  hut 
also  that  the  Plaintiff  might  recover  in  such  action  damages 
for  the  expense  of  certain  proceedings  in  Chancery,  it  not 
appearing  that  they  had  been  instituted  incautiously,  and 
they  being,  therefore,  damages  naturally  resulting  firom 
the  Defendant's  misrepresenUition.  JErle,  C.  J.  I  as- 
sume that  a  cow  is  sold  for  the  purpose  of  being  milked,  or 
if  not  milked  to  be  fed,  and  in  that  case  it  would  be  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  to  put  her  in  a  cow-house.  In 
Randall  V.  JRaper  (b),  the  Defendant  sold  some  seed  bariey 
to  the  Plaintiff,  warranting  it  to  be  of  a  particular  quality, 
and  the  Plaintiff,  relying  on  the  warranty,  resold  the  barley 
with  a  like  warranty  to  a  person  by  whom  it  was  sown. 
The  barley  was  not  equal  to  the  warranty,  and  the  crop 
being  consequently  worse  than  it  would  have  been  except 
for  the  breach  of  warranty,  and  the  Plaintiff's  vendee 
having  claimed  compensation  from  him,  which  he  bad 
agreed  to  make,  it  was  held  that  in  assessing  the  damages 
the  jury  ought  to  include  the  amount  to  which  they  con- 
sidered the  Plaintiff  had  become  liable  to  his  vendee  in 
respect  of  the  difference  of  the  crops.  Wiffhtman,  J., 
dubitante.  His  Lordship  also  referred  to  Dingle  v. 
Hare(c).'] 


(a)  7  E.  4-  B.  301.  (c)  7  C.  B.,  N.  &  145. 

(6)  E.  B.  ^  E.  84. 
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HuddUiton  was  not  called  on  to  reply.  1866. 

MULLETT 

ErlE|  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be      mason. 
discharged.    The  Defendant  warranted  the  cow  which  he 
sold  to  the  Plaintiff  to  be  sound,  but  the  cow  was  not 
sound  and  died  of  the  cattle  plague.    The  Plaintiff  further 
complains  that  the  Defendant  fraudulently  represented  to 
him  that  the  cow  had  no  infectious  diseasCi  and  that  he 
was  by  that  representation  induced  to  buy  the  cow,  whereas 
the  Defendant  knew  that  she  had  an  infectious  disease.    I 
^o  not  stop  to  say  what  would  be  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  warranty,  because  it  is  clear  that  where  a 
sale  is  made  on  a  false  representation  the  person  so  induced 
to  buy  is  entitled  to  act  on  that  representation  as  if  it  were 
truey  and  if  he  suffers  injury  he  may  recover  from  the  seller 
damages  for  all  the  direct  consequences  that  follow  in  the   /• 
usual  course  of  affairs  from  his  so  acting.     In  the  present 
case  the  parties  were  both  cattle  dealers,  and  the  Defendant 
is  answerable  for  the  direct  consequences  which  resulted 
•from  the  Plaintiff  acting  as  if  the  cow  was  free  from 
disease.    The  Plaintiff,  being  a  cow  dealer,  put  the  cow  he 
had  bought  in  a  shed  with  other  cows,  as  it  would  be  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business  for  him  to  do,  and  the 
loss  of  his  other  five  cows  was  a  direct  and  natural 
consequence. 

WiLLBS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  judgment 
of  my  Brother  Bramwell,  in  Hill  v.  Balls  (a),  is  founded 
upon  a  different  state  of  facts  and  is  altogether  inapplicable 
to  the  present  case.  Here  the  Defendant  warranted  the 
cow  to  be  sound,  and  represented  that  she  was  free  from 
infectious  disease.  The  Plaintiff  believed  that  represen- 
tation to  be  true,  and  was  entitled  to  act  upon  it  as  if  it 

(a)  2  H.  4-  N.  299,  304. 
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1866.       had  been  ime,  and  to  deal  with  the  cow  in  the  ordinary 


MuLLETT      way, 

r. 
Mason, 


Keating^  J.,  concurred. 

Smith,  J.  I  entirely  agree  with  my  learned  Brothers, 
It  is  not  necessary  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  what 
would  be  the  measure  of  damages  if  the  Plaintiff  had 
rested  his  case  on  the  warranty.  Here  he  rested  it  on  the 
fraud  practised  by  the  Defendant,  and  on  his  having 
bought  the  cow  on  the  false  representation  by  the  De- 
fendant that  she  was  free  from  disease,  he  knowing  that 
she  had  an  infectious  disease.  That  being  so,  it  wag 
necessarily  contemplated  by  the  Defendant  that  when  the 
cow  which  he  had  sold  came  in  communication  with  other 
cows  of  the  Plaintiff  she  would  or  might  communicate  the 
disease  to  them ;  and  I  cannot  conceive  that  if  that  ques- 
tion had  been  left  to  the  jury  they  could  have  entertained 
any  doubt,  or  that  they  would  have  found  otherwise.  The 
Plaintiff  was  induced  by  the  Defendant's  felse  represeoh 
tation  to  treat  the  cow  in  the  way  cows  are  ordinarily 
treated,  and  the  damages  now  sought  to  be  recovered 
flowed  immediately  from  the  Defendant's  wanton  act. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1866. 


Carr  and  Another  v.  The  Wallachun  Petro- 
leum Company  (Limited).  ^'^^iT!' 


The  Defendants  having,  by  separate  charter-parties,  chartered  two  ships  Guarantee  qf 
of  the  Plaintififs,  the  Izamados  and  BotateU,  to  go  to  Ibraiia,  and  there  freight, 
load  a  full  cargo  of  petroleum  oil  to  be  conveyed  to  London  at  a  freight  Substituted 
of  8ii.  per  ton,  discovered  that  they  would  be  unable  to  supply  the  contract  on 
stipulated  cargoes,  and  it  was  thereupon  agreed  that  the  Defenaants  cancelling 
should  guarantee  the  vessels  *'  a  sum  of  900/.  each  gross  freight  home;"  charter-partiet, 
that  the  Plaintififs  should  place  them  at  once  on  the  most  profitable  £Qtg  qf  ^e 
trade  procurable ;  that  they  would  carry  SOO  tons  each  of  whatsoever  ^ttgi  where 
cargo  they  might  take  on  board,  and  that  the  charter-parties  should  be  freight  of  two  is 
cancelled.    The  freightage  for  the  cargo  procured  by  the  Plaintiff's  for  guaranteed, 
each  ship  was  by  343/.  6«.  short  of  900/.     The  Itamadoe,  with  her 
cargo,  arrived  home  in  safety,  but  the  Botastis  was  lost  on  the  voyage. 
Held,  that  the  Defendants  became  liable  on  their  guarantee  immedi- 
ately on  the  sliips  weighing  anchor  at  Ibraila  on  their  homeward  voy- 
age with  cargoes  insufficient  to  earn  900/.  freight  each,  and  therefore 
that  the  loss  of  the  Botassis  was  no  answer  to  the  Plaintiffs'  claim  of 
the  deficiency  in  the  sum  guaranteed  for  that  ship. 

rpHE  declaratioDy  in  the  first  countj  stated  that  before 
the  making  of  the  agreement  thereinafter  mentioned, 
the  Plaintiffs,  being  the  owners  of  the  vessels  named  re- 
spectively the  Izamados  and  Botassis,  had  chartered  them 
to  the  Defendants  for  the  conveyance  of  petroleum  oil 
from  Jbraila  to  London,  for  freight  payable  by  the  De- 
fendants to  the  Plaintiffs,  which  charter-parties  the  De- 
fendants, at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  were 
unable  to  fulfil;  and  thereupon  it  was  agreed  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  that  the  charter-parties 
should  be  cancelled,  and  that  the  Defendants  should 
guarantee  to  the  said  vessels  a  sum  of  900/.  each  gross 
freight  home  from  Jbraila  to  England,  on  the  under- 
standing that  the  Plaintiffs  should  place  the  vessels  at  once 
on  the  most  profitable  charter  or  trade  procurable,  and 
that  the  vessels  would  carry  300  tons  each  of  what- 
ever cargo  they  might  take  on  board,  or  should  they  not 
take  300  tons  each,  that  a  proportionate  reduction  of  the 
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1866.  guarantee  ghould  be  made  for  any  lesser  quantity  of  cargo 

Carr     ^  *^y  J^'gb*  ^^^  •  averring  that  the  Plaintiffs,  relying  on 

^     **  the  agreement^  consented  to  cancel  the  charter-partie8|  and 

Petroleum  that  they  were  cancelled,  and  generally  that  all  conditions 

Company  ^_  

precedent  were  performed  by  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  alleging 
for  breacli  that  the  Defendants  did  not  guarantee  to  the 
vessels  or  either  of  them  a  gross  freight  from  Ibraila  to 
England  of  the  stipulated  amount;  and  that,  although  tbe 
vessels  earned  by  way  of  gross  freight  a  sum  far  less  than 
the  stipulated  freight,  the  Defendants  did  not  make  good 
to  the  Plaintiffs  the  deficiency,  but  therein  made  default, 
&c. 

The  declaration  also  contained  money  counts. 

The  Defendants  pleaded  to  the  first  count  a  denial  of  the 
agreement,  and  to  the  money  counts  never  indebted,  on 
which  issues  were  joined. 

On  the  trial  before  JErle,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Hilary  Term,  the  facts  which  appeared  in  evidence 
were  as  follows : — 

The  Plaintiffs  were  shipowners  in  London,  and  owners 
of  the  Izamados  and  Botassis.  In  August,  1864,  those 
vessels  were  in  the  Danube,  and  the  Defendants,  who  were 
a  company  established  under  ''The  Companies  Act,  1862" 
(25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89),  chartered  each  of  them  by  a  separate 
charter-party,  made  the  one  on  the  ninth  and  the  other  on 
the  tenth  of  that  month,  to  proceed  to  Ibraila  on  the 
Danube,  and  there  load  a  full  cargo  of  petroleum  oil  for 
delivery  in  London,  at  a  freight  of  84«.  per  ton  gross,  pay- 
able half  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship,  and  the  remainder  by 
bills  at  two  months  from  arrival.  Shortly  afterwards  tlie 
stores  of  the  Defendants  at  Ibraila  were  destroyed  by  a  fire; 
and  the  Defendants  being  thereby  prevented  from  supply- 
ing the  stipulated  cargoes,  they  communicated  the  fact  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  requested  them  to  cancel  the  charter- 
parties.    The  Plaintiffs  replied  that  they  could  not  do  that 
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without  iDdemnification.    After  some  negotiation,  on  the       1866. 
7th  September,  1864,  an  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs  called  at        cIrr 
the  office  o(  the  Defendants  in  London,  and  had  an  inter-  wallachian 
view  with  the  directors,  the  result  of  which  was  expressed    Pjt»olbum 
in  the  following  minute  then  made  in  the  company's  books: 
— "  Mr.  Houeden  attended  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  Carr  & 
Co.  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  with  the  directors  on  the 
subject  of  cancelling  the  charters  of  the  Botassis  and 
Izamados*    It  was  proposed  by  the  directors  that  this 
company  will  guarantee  the  above  named  vessels  a  sum  of 
900/.  each,  gross  freight  home,  on  the  following  under- 
standing— ^that   Messrs.   Carr  &  Co.  place  the  vessels 
named  at  once  on  the  most  profitable  charter  or  trade 
procurable ;  that  the  vessels  will  carry  300  tons  each  of 
whatsoever  cargo  they  may  take  on  board,  or,  should  they 
not  take  300  tons  each,  that  a  proportionate  reduction  of 
the  guarantee  should  be  made  for  any  lesser  quantity  of 
cargo  they  may  take ;  that  the  charter-parties  dated  the 
9th  and  10th  August  last  respectively  for  the  vessels  named 
be  cancelled." 

The  Plaintiffii  assented  to  the  above  proposition,  and, 
under  their  instructions  a  cargo  of  barley,  such  cargo  being 
the  best  that  was  procurable,  was  obtained  and  loaded  on 
each  of  the  vessels  on  the  Plaintiffs'  account  The  Izama- 
dos  came  home  in  safety  with  her  cargo,  but  the  Botassis 
with  her  cargo  was  totally  lost  on  the  voyage.  As  the 
vessels  were  sister  ships,  the  same  quantity  of  barley  Jiad 
been  loaded  on  each  at  the  same  freights  respectively,  and 
the  freight  earned  by  the  Izamados  came  short  by  343/.  6s. 
of  the  900/.  mentioned  in  the  minute  of  the  proposed 
guarantee;  and  the  same  deficiency  would  have  occurred 
in  respect  of  the  sister  ship  if  she  had  arrived.  On  behalf 
of  the  Defendants  it  was  insisted,  that,  as  the  Botassis  was 
tost  on  the  voyage,  they  were  not  liable  for  any  deficiency 
in  the  guaranteed  freight  in  respect  of  that  vessel. 

The  jury  found  their  verdict  for    the  Plaintiffs  for 
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1866.       646/.  12*.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  Defendants  to  move 

Caur        to  reduce  it  to  343Z.  6^.,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 

Wallachian   ^^^^  ^^^  deficiency  in  respect  of  the  lost  ship  was  not  re- 

Petroleum    coverable. 

In  EcLster  Term,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  accordingly. 

Sir  George  Honyman  showed  cause. — The  Plaintiffii  are 
entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  each  vessel.  It  is  said 
that,  as  the  Botassis  was  lost,  they  cannot  recover  in 
respect  of  that  ship ;  that  the  Defendants  are  in  the  posi- 
tion of  a  person  who  has  become  surety  for  the  perform- 
ance by  the  Defendants  of  the  original  charter-party; 
and  that  the  Plaintiffs  would  not  have  been  entitled  to 
any  freight  in  respect  of  the  Botassis  till  she  arrived  in 
London,  But  the  Plaintifis  might  have  insured  tbe 
chartered  freight,  and  in  case  the  ship  was  lost  it  would 
have  been  recoverable  from  the  underwriters.  This  gua- 
rantee is  a  fresh  arrangement  substituted  for  the  charter^ 
parties,  and  contains  no  stipulation  that  in  order  to  entitle 
the  Plaintiffs  to  its  benefit  the  freight  shall  be  actually 
earned  by  the  vessels.  The  meaning  of  it  is,  that  if  the 
Plaintiffs  will  cancel  the  original  charter-parties  tbe 
Defendants  will  promise  that  a  cargo  shall  be  put  on  board 
each  ship  sufficient  to  earn  900/.,  and  that  if  that  is  not 
done  they  will  pay  the  deficiency.  Here  the  only  in- 
surable freight  was  that  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  at  risk, 
that  is,  about  560/.  [ByleSy  J.  This  is  a  guarantee  of 
900/.  each  gross  freight  home.  Smith,  J.  If  900/. 
freight  had  been  put  on  board,  the  Plaintiffs  might  have 
insured  that.]  Yes,  and  the  Defendants  would  have  per- 
formed their  contract.  In  Yeames  and  others  v.  Lindsay 
and  others  (a)^  the  Defendants,  having  chartered  a  vessel 
to  proceed  to  Taganrog  and  there  load  a  cargo  at  60s,  per 

(a)  3  L.  T.,  N.  S.  855. 
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toD|  wrote  tbe  following  letter  to  the  Plaintiffs : — ''  Enclosed        1866. 

please  find  three  copies  of  charter^  per  William  and  Mart/j        Carr 

from  tbe  Azof,  and  we  shall  feel  obliged  by  your  sending  Wallaohian 

instructions  to  your  firm  at  Taganrog  to  re-charter  for  us    ^qI^^H^^ 

upon  the  best  terms  obtainable,  and  we  hope  you  may  be 

able  to  place  her  at  advantage ;  but  if,  unfortunately,  there 

should  be  any  loss,  your  draft  upon  us  for  the  difference 

will  meet  with  due  honour."    When  the  ship  arrived  at 

Taganrog  the  rate  of  freight  was  40s.  per  ton;  and  as  the 

Plaintiffs  could  not  get  more,  they  put  their  own  cargo  on 

board  at  that  rate,  drawing  upon  the  Defendants  for  the 

difference  between  that  and  60^.,  at  which  rate  they  would 

have  to  pay  the  owner  in  England  when  she  arrived.    The 

vessel  was  eventually  lost,  and  the  Defendants  refused  to 

accept  tbe  Plaintiffs'  bill,  on  the  ground  that,  inasmuch  as  the 

ship  never  arrived  at  her  destination,  the  Plaintiffs  were  not 

liable  for  the  freight,  and  as  they  had  chartered  her  to 

themselves  and  not  to  a  third  person,  they  had  not  paid 

away  any  money,  and  therefore  they  had  sustained  no  such 

loss  as  was  contemplated  in  the  letter ;  and  it  was  held 

that,  as  the  moment  the  cargo  was  put  on  board  there  was 

a  difference  in  the  insurable  value,  as  it  then  became  liable 

to  a  freight  of  60«.  instead  of  40^.,  there  was  such  a  loss 

sustained  as  was  in  contemplation  at  the  time  of  the 

contract.    So  here  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  complete  cause 

of  action  immediately  upon  a  cargo  short  of  900/.  freight 

being  put  on  board. 

Wathin  Williams  in  support  of  the  rule.— The  Defendants 
are  not  liable  for  the  deficiency  in  respect  of  the  Botassis 
under  the  charter-party ;  the  payment  of  freight  was  condi- 
tional on  the  arrival  of  the  ship.  Ill  Stracy  v.  The  Bank  oj 
England  {a\  certain  stock  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  transferred 
under  a  forged  power  of  attorney :  the  Bank  offered  to 

(a)  6  hn^^.  IH. 
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1866.  replace  the  stock  if  the  Plaintifis  would  first  prove  the 
Carr  amount  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against 
Wallacbian  ^  ^'"^  ^^  which  the  forger  of  the  power  had  been  a  partner: 
Petrolbdm  after  this  offer  the  Plaintiffs  received  a  dividend,  and  en- 
gaged to  tender  a  proof  of  their  demand  under  the  com- 
mission ;  and  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  sue  the  Bank 
in  respect  of  the  stock  till  they  had  fulfilled  their  engage- 
ment to  tender  the  proof.  So  in  this  case  there  was  a 
substituted  contract  before  any  breach  of  the  original  one. 
The  guarantee,  correctly  construed,  means  that  the  Plaiii- 
tiffs  shall  have  a  freight  for  each  vessel  of  not  less  than 
900/. ;  and  that  was  a  good  insurable  mterest.  It  ia  in- 
correct, therefore,  to  say  that  a  breach,  occurred  upon 
the  loading  of  the  goods.  No  breach  could  accrue  until 
the  arrival  home  of  the  ships,  and  as  the  Botassis  was 
lost,  and  the  Plaintiffs  would  have  had  no  remedy  in 
respect  of  her  freight  against  the  Defendants  if  the  action 
bad  been  against  them  on  a  charter-party,  they  have  no 
cause  of  action  in  respect  of  her  on  the  guarantee. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged.  The  question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
Defendants'  guarantee.  They  guarantee  the  two  vessels 
a  sum  of  900/.  each  gross  freight  home»  I  think  this  is 
a  substituted  contract,  to  be  construed  with  reference  to 
that  contained  in  the  original  charter-parties.  Under 
the  charter-party  for  the  Botassis  the  Defendants  were 
bound  to  load  a  complete  cargo  of  petroleum  oil  at  a 
freight  of  84s.  per  ton,  and,  being  unable  to  perform  that 
contract,  the  substituted  contract  is,  that  the  Plaintifis  may 
get  a  cargo  of  any  other  description  that  they  can,  the  De« 
fendants  guaranteeing  them  900/.  gross  freight;  that  is  to 
say,  that,  whatever  the  cargo  put  on  board  may  be,  the  freight 
shall  be  worth  to  the  Plaintiffs  at  least  900/.,  in  the  same 
way  as  the  value  of  the  freight  of  a  full  cargo  of  petroleum 
would  have  been  over  l,200/»    If  that  is  so,  inasmuch  as 
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the  original  contract  would  have  been  broken  at  the  port        1866. 
of  loading  if  1 00  tons  of  petroleum  instead  of  300  tons  had        Carr 
been  shipped,  so  there  was  a  breach  of  the  substituted  wallachiak 
agreement  when  the  freightage  of  the  goods  put  on  board    ^^"^^olevu 
at  the  port  of  loading  was  of  less  value  than  900/.     It  is 
the  word  '^  freight,"  as  applied  to  the  900/.  in  the  guarantee, 
that  has  caused  the  ambiguity. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  substituted 
agreement  was  a  mere  settlement  of  the  amount  of  the 
damages  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  for  their  breach  of 
the  original  contract,  which  must  have  been  inevitable 
when  it  was  ascertained  that  their  warehouse  was  burnt 
down.  When  the  vessels  weighed  anchor  to  go  home  with 
cargoes  of  barley,  and  each  cargo  was  insufficient  to  pro- 
duce the  stipulated  amount  of  freight,  the  Defendants 
became  liable;  and  they  are  not  the  less  liable  because 
one  of  the  ships  was  lost  on  its  voyage  home. 

Btlbs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  cannot  deny 
that  at  one  time  I  felt  considerable  difficulty.  This  is  a 
guarantee  that  each  of  the  vessels  shall  bring  a  freight 
worth  900/.;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  contract  was 
broken  at  Ibraila. 

Smith,  J.,  concurred. 

.  Rule  discharged. 
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Thwrtda^, 
May  24. 

Co-operative 
toeietff,  Promts- 
sory  note  given 
hy  exeeuiive 
committee  rfi 
Personal  lia^ 
bUity. 

Industrial  and 
Provident  So- 
eieties  Acts  rf 
1855  and  1862 
(15  4^  16  Vict, 

e.  81,  and  25 

^  26  Vict,  c.  87, 
M.  6, 17). 
The  Companies 
Act,  1862  (25 
4- 26  Fie/,  e.  89, 

f.  202.) 
Jurisdiction  qf 
County  Court, 
tfier  a  winding-' 
up  order,  to  stay 
action. 
Pleading. 


Gray  v.  Raper  and  Others. 

A  co-operative  society  established  under  *'  The  Industrud  and  Pnmdcnt 
Societies  Act,  1852,"  (15  &  16  Vict,  c.  31,)  was,  after  the  making  by 
the  Defendants,  who  were  the  executive  committee,  of  a  promiiNfy 
note  sued  on, registered  under  **  The  Industrial  and  ProTident  Societies 
Act,  1862,"  (25  &  26  Vict.  e.  87),  and,  after  the  commencement  of  this 
action*  was  ordered  to  be  wound  np,  for  which  purpose  proccedingis  were 
froing  on  in  a  County  Court,  pursuant  to  sect.  17  of  the  latter  Act 
The  note  was  in  the  following  form ; — '*  Twelve  months  after  date  vc, 
the  undersigned,  being  merol^rs  of  the  executive  committee,  on  behilf 
of  the  London  and  South-  Western  Railway  Co-operatitfe  Society  do  jointly 
promise  to  pay  to  W.  G.  or  order  the  sum  oif  i^iOO  value  reeeivtdi" 
and  was  signed  by  the  seven  Defendants  and  witnessed  by  the  lecre- 
tary  of  the  society.  The  Defendants  having  objected  at  the  trial  dNt 
thev  were  not  nersonally  liable,  and  that  the  suit  could  not  be  proceeded 
with  as  the  Plaintiff  had  not  obtained  the  leave  of  the  Com!  as  re- 
quired by  the  202nd  section  of  •*  The  Companies  Act,  1862,"  (25  ft 
26  Fict.  c,  89,^  the  points  were  reserved,  ana  they  were  allowed  tosdd 
a  plea  founded  on  that  section.    Held : — 

1.  That  the  defence  founded  on  that  section  could  not  be  plesded. 

2.  That  the  objection,  if  any,  was  ground  for  an  applicatioa  to 

the  County  Court  in  which  the  society  was  being  woond  upb 
8.  That  the  Defendants  were  personally  liable. 

rilHE  declaration  was  by  the  Plaintiff  as  payee  of  a 
-*-  promissory  note,  alleged  to  have  been  jointly  made 
by  seven  defendants. 

The  Defendants  traversed  the  making  of  the  note. 

On  the  trial  before  Keating^  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Londom 
after  Hilary  Term,  the  facts  which  appeared  in  evidence 
were  as  follows. 

The  note  declared  on  was  tpwi  in  and  was  in  the  follow- 
ing form : — 

"100/.  "itfay  8,  1861. 

"  Twelve  months  after  date  we  the  undersigned,  beiDg 
members  of  the  executive  committee,  on  behalf  of  tbe 
London  and  South  ^Western  Railway  Co- operative  Soeietf 
do  jointly  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  William  Oray  or  order 
the  sum  of  one  hundred  pounds,  value  received.' 


»> 


The  above  instrument  was  signed  by  all  the  Defendants, 


Raper. 
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who  were  the  executive  committee  of  the  society  men*       1866. 
tioned  in  it,  and  was  witnessed  by  the  secretary  of  the        gray" 
society;  and  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  for  some  work  done 
by  him  for  the  society. 

The  society  was  established  under  '*  The  Industrial  and 
Provident  Societies  Act,  1852"  (16  &  16  Vict.  c.  31),  and 
afterwards  registered  under  ''  The  Industrial  and  Provident 
Societies  Act,  1862"  <25  &  26  Vict.  c.  87(a) );  and  after 
this  action  had  been  commenced  an  order  for  winding-up 
the  society  under  ''The  Companies  Act,  1862,"  (25  &  26 
VieL  e.  89,)  was  obtained ;  and,  for  that  purpose,  proceed- 
ings were  now  going  on  in  the  County  Court 

By  one  of  the  certified  rules  it  was  provided,  that  all 
<2ontracts  entered  into  by  the  executive  committee  in  the 
name  of  the  society  for  any  purpose  relating  to  any  business 
carried  on  by  it  in  conformity  with  the  rules  should  bind 
all  its  members,  who,  in  the  event  of  a  deficiency  of  its 
assets,  should  be  liable  to  pay  all  sums  due  by  virtue  of 
such  contracts,  and  all  its  debts,  &c.,  and  that  the  signa- 
ture of  the  secretary  to  any  writing  purporting  to  be  such 
a  contract  should  be  conclusive  evidence  in  all  claims 
thereunder  that  the  same  was  entered  into  in  conformity 
with  the  rules. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendants  it  was  insisted— First,  that 
the  Defendants  were  not  personally  liable;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  pcovisions  of  the  202nd  section  (b)  of  The  Com- 

(a)  25  &  26  FicL  c,  87,  f.  6,  enacts,  **  Tbe  certificate  of  registration 
flball  vest  in  the  society  all  the  property  that  may  at  the  time  be  Tented 
in  any  person  in  trust  for  the  society ;  and  all  legal  proceedings  then 
pending  by  or  against  any  such  trustee  or  other  officer  on  account  of  the 
society  may  be  prosecuted  by  or  against  the  society  in  its  registered 
name  without  abatement." 

By  sect  17,  tbe  provisions  of  the  Acts  for  winding  up  companies  are 
made  applicable  to  any  society  registered  under  the  Act,  with  this  excep- 
tion, **  That  tbe  Court  having  jurisdiction  in  the  winding-up  shall  be  the 
County  Court  of  the  district  in  which  the  office  of  the  society  is  situated." 

(6)  25  &  26  Vki.  c.  89,  s.  202«  enacts,  **  Where  an  order  has  been 
made  for  winding  up  an  unregistered  company  in  addition  to  the  pro- 

3i2 
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1866.  panics  Act,  1862"  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89),  prevented  the 
"gr^y"^  Plaintiff  from  maintaining  the  action,  as  it  was  not  shown 
p  **•  that  he  had  obtained  the  leave  of  the  Court,  in  that  sec- 

tion mentioned,  to  commence  it,  and  that  this  CJourt  had 
no  jurisdiction. 

Under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  Plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  De- 
fendants to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  them  upon  both 
points;  and  with  regard  to  the  defence  relied  on  under 
the  202nd  section  of  stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  he  gave 
leave  to  put  upon  the  record  a  plea  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  that  defence  in  case  the  Court  should  think  that 
it  was  substantiated. 

In  Easter  Term  JtfCalmont  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac* 
cordingly. 

Prentice  now  showed  cause. — ^The  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  retain  his  verdict  This  was  an  unregistered  company 
in  1861,  when  the  note  was  gi%en.  Assuming,  however, 
that  it  is  open  to  the  Defendants  to  defend  themselves  under 
the  202nd  section  of  "  The  Companies  Act,  1862,''  that 
defence  cannot  be  pleaded.  Their  proper  course  was  to 
apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  County  Court  which 
has  jurisdiction  in  the  winding-up,  to  restrain  the  action. 
This  action  is  not  brought  against  the  Defendants  as  con- 
tributories,  but  as  being  personally  jointly  liable  on  the  note ; 
and  on  such  an  instrument  they  are  personally  responsible. 
In  Penkivil  v.  Connell  (a),  the  Defendant,  a  director  and 
shareholder  in  a  joint-stock  company,  together  with  three 
others,  made  the  following  promissory  note : — "We,  the 
directors  of  the  Royal  Bank  of  Australia^  for  ourselves 

visions  hereinbefore  contained  in  the  case  of  companies  formed  ander  this 
Act,  it  is  hereby  further  provided  that  no  suit,  action,  or  other  legal  pro- 
ceeding shall  be  commenced  or  proceeded  with  against  any  contributoiy 
of  the  company  in  respect  of  any  debt  of  the  company,  except  with  the 
leave  of  the  Court,  and  subject  to  such  terms  as  the  Court  may  impose.** 
(6)  5  Ex.  381. 
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and  the  other  shareholders  of  this  company,  jointly  and  1866. 
severally  promise  to  pay  G.  H.  W.  or  bearer,  on  &c.,  for  Grat 
value  received  on  account  of  the  company."  Signed,  &c.,  rapbr. 
A.  B.,  a  2).,  E.  P.,  G.  H., "  Directors."  The  Defendant 
having  been  sued  thereon  in  his  individual  character,  it  was 
held  that  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  Joint-Stock  Com- 
panies Winding-up  Act,  1 1  &  12  VicL  c.  45,  s.  73,  and  that 
there  was  no  ground  for  staying  the  action  until  the  Plaintiff 
should  have  proved  his  debt  before  the  Master  appointed 
to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  company.  In  that  case 
Alderson,  6.,  says,  at  p.  385:  ''The  Court,  no  doubt, 
under  particular  circumstances,  has  power  to  stay  actions 
brought  against  members  of  public  companies, — as,  for 
instance,  where  a  person  is  sued  as  a  member  of  the  pro- 
visional committee,  after  an  official  manager  has  been  ap- 
pointed to  wind  up  the  afiairs  of  the  company.  But,  in 
the  present  case,  the  Defendant  is  not  sued  for  a  debt  due 
by  him  as  a  member  of  the  company,  but  for  the  recovery 
of  a  debt  for  which  he  is  personally  and  individually  re- 
sponsible, and  for  which  he  would  be  equally  so  if  no 
company  existed."  [Byles,  J.,  referred  to  Healey  v. 
Story  {a\  where  the  Defendants,  who  were  directors  of  a 
joint-stock  newspaper  company,  were  held  personally  liable 
on  a  note  signed,  by  them  as  directors,  wherein  the  con- 
sideration was  expressed  to  be  value  received  on.  behalf 
of  the  Wesleyan  Newspaper  Association,  and  the  words 
**  jointly  and  severally"  were  held  equivalent  to  jointly  and 
personally.  Linton  and  another  v.  The  Blakeney  Joint 
Co-operative  Industrial  Society  (b)  was  also  referred  to.  In 
that  case  it  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  Bean  v.  Mel- 
lard  (c),  that  an  industrial  society  formed  before  the  passing 
of  "The  Industrial  and  Provident  Societies  Act,  1862," 
cannot,  although  subsequently  registered  under  that  Act, 


(«)  3  Ex.  3.  {h)  3  IL  8s  C,  Kr.  853. 

(c)  15  C.  B,  N.5.  19. 
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1866.  be  sued  as  a  corporation,  in  an  action  commenced  after 
Gray  the  passing  of  the  Act,  for  a  debt  incurred  preTioiuly 
RafW       thereto.] 

He  was  stopped. 

M'Calmant  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  defendants 
are  not  individually  liable  on  this  note.  One  distinction 
between  Healey  v.  Story  {a)  and  this  case  is,  that  there 
the  makers  of  the  note  promise  to  be  ''jointly  and  seve- 
rally''  liable.  It  cannot  be  disputed  that  this  was  properly 
a  debt  of  the  society,  and  the  6th  section  of  ''  The  Indus- 
trial and  Provident  Societies  Act,  1862/'  under  which  this 
society  has  been  registered,  vests  in  the  society  all  the  pro- 
perty vested  in  trust  for  it.  In  Dean  v.  Mellard  (jb)  it  was 
held  that  the  effect  of  the  repeal  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  25,  s.  1, 
and  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  31,  l^  26  t  26  Vict.  c.  87,  was  io 
render  the  members  of  the  society  individually  liable  to  be 
sued  in  respect  of  a  contract  made  by  the  society  prior  to 
the  passing  of  the  repealing  Act,  for  which  no  action  was  then 
pending.  [Erie,  C.  J.  If  you  are  entitled  to  any  redress 
it  is  in  the  County  Court ;  but  it  is  clear  that  this  is  not 
the  proper  subject  of  a  plea ;  and  the  best  that  could  be 
drawn  would  not  assist  you.]  It  was  proposed  to  add  a 
plea  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction.  In  Henderson^ 
app.  V.  Bamber,  resp.  (c),  it  was  held  in  the  Commoo 
Pleas  that  no  appeal  lies  to  that  Court  from  the  County 
Court,  in  respect  of  an  order  made  in  exercise  of  its  powers 
under  stat.  26  &  26  Vict.  c.  87,  s.l7;  but  it  seems  doubtful, 
on  the  authority  of  that  case,  whether  the  County  Court, 
under  the  authority  conferred  upon  it  by  that  statute,  has 
power  to  make  an  order  restraining  proceedings  in  the 
Liverpool  Passage  Court  against  a  member  of  an  industrial 

(a)  3  Ex.  3.  (6)  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.  19. 

(c)  19  C.B,,  N.  S.  540. 
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society  registered  under  stat   25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  which        1866. 

is  being  wound  up  under  the  17th  section  of  the  former        'j^~ 

Act  V. 

Rapek. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  plea  sug- 
gested could  not  be  put  upon  the  record,  as  the  matter  is 
not  the  subject  of  a  plea.  If  the  other  questions  bad  been 
raised  the  Court  would  have  had  no  difficulty  in  dealing 
with  them. 

WiLLBS,  Bylbs  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Ckmrchwarden, 
Parith  eotuUt- 
ing  qf  several 
ioumdkips. 
Custom  fir  ap^ 
pointing  cksireh* 
warden. 
Separatum  of 
toumskipfrom 
parish. 
Effect  rf  em 
custom. 

Order  in  council 
creating  n€w 
rectorp. 
Evidence, 
Declaration  of 
deceased  rector. 
Declaration  be- 
fire  entering 
iffiee  under  siat. 
61^6  WilU  4, 
c.  62,  f .  9. 
Mi^oinder  qf 
Plaintiffs. 
Amendment, 
C,  L,  P.  Jet, 
1860  (23  4-  24 
Viet.  c.  126, 
4, 19). 


Bremner  and  Others  v.  Hull. 


1.  The  parish  of  Prestwich,  down  to  1848,  consisted  of  six  townships  or  ham- 
lets; and  the  entries  in  the  parish  books,  from  1682  down  to  that  year, 
showed  that  with  few  exceptions  six  persons  were  annoally  appointed 
churchwardens  for  the  parish,  and  in  many  of  the  entries  the  names  of 
the  six  townships  were  written  opposite  the  names  of  the  six  church- 
wardens respectiTely.  With  regard  to  the  election  of  churchwarden  for 
the  township  of  Prestwich,  one  of  the  six,  amongst  other  witnesses,  the 
present  and  a  former  rector  of  the  parish,  and  an  incumbent  of  another 
church  in  the  parish  who  had  been  curate  of  the  parish  in  1826,  and 
had  married  the  dauirhter  of  a  former  rector  of  the  parish  who  had 
held  the  rectory  for  fifty  years,  and  had  told  hisaon-in-law  whstthe 
custom  was,  stated  that  it  was  the  custom  in  that  township  for  the  out- 
going churchwarden  fur  that  township  to  present  two  names  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish,  and  for  him  to  appoint  one.  It  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  the  mode  of  presentment  was  sometimes  verbal  and  some- 
times in  writing ;  that  occasionally  three  names  were  presented,  and 
sometimes  the  rector  had  reauested  the  person  in  office  to  continue  in 
office  for  the  next  year,  and  no  presentment  was  made.  In  the  other 
five  townships  the  custom  was  for  the  inhabitants  of  each,  by  an  anDoal 
meeting,  to  nominate  two  for  esch  respectively,  and  for  the  rector  to 
appoint  one;  and  it  appeared  that  in  1826  a  similar  meeting  had  been 
held  for  the  township  of  Prestwich,  at  which  it  was  resolv^  that  five 
persons,  whose  names  were  mentioned,  should  be  nominated,  and  that 
one  of  those  was  in  fact  appointed ;  bat,  as  be  was  the  outgoing 
churchwarden,  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  he  had  not  been  re- 
quested by  the  rector  to  continue  in  office.  In  1848,  IVhitrfield,  one  of 
the  hamlets,  was  separated  from  the  parish,  and  by  order  in  council 
created  a  separate  rectory,  and  thenceforth  took  no  part  either  in  the 
election  of  a  churchwarden  or  contributing  to  the  rates  for  the  rest  of 
the  parish,  for  which,  thenceforth,  five  churchwardens  only  were  ip- 
pointed.  In  1863  the  ratepayers  of  the  township  of  Prtstmek  at  i 
vestry  meeting  nominated  the  Defendant  and  another  for  their  names  to 
be  forwarded  to  the  rector  for  him  to  select  one  to  be  churchwarden  for 
the  township,  and,  notwithstanding  that  the  rector,  the  resolution 
having  been  forwarded  to  him,  appointed  neither:  the  Defendant, 
professing  to  act  as  a  cliurchwarden  for  the  parish,  collected  certain 
sums  from  ratepayers  in  the  township  of  Prestwieh  in  payment  of 
church  rates  for  that  year.  Upon  a  special  case  suted  in  an  action  hj 
five  persons  claiming  to  be  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  as  representing 
the  five  townships  other  than  H^hitefield,  for  money  had  and  received, 
the  Court  having  liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact.  Held  : — 

1.  That  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  retain  the  money. 

2.  That  it  was  to  be  inferred  from  the  evidence  that  the  custom  in 

respect  of  the  township  of  Prestwieh  was  for  the  outgoing 
churchwarden  for  that  township  to  present  the  names  of  two 
persons  to  the  rector,  and  for  him  to  appoint  one  of  those  to 
be  the  churchwarden  for  the  ensuing  year. 

S.  Coneessum,  that  the  custom  was  valid;  and  held,  that  it  wai 
not  disproved  by  the  instances  of  occasional  departure  from  it 

4.  That  it  was  not  destroyed  by  the  hamlet  of  fVhiieJield  being 
separated  from  the  rest  of  the  parish  and  created  a  se{)arste 
rectory  in  1848. 
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2.  Held  by  Skee,  J.,  that  the  declaration  of  the  deceased  rector  was 
admissible. 

8.  Of  the  five  Plaintiffs,  the  Plaintiff,  who  represented  the  township  of 
Freitwich,  and  two  others,  had  duly  made  the  declaration  required  by 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  e.  62,  t.  9 ;  but  of  the  two  remaining,  L.  and  H,t  L.,  who 
had  been  churchwarden  for  the  preceding  year,  and  had  made  the  de- 
claration then,  had  made  no  second  declaration,  and  H,  had  not 
made  it  until  after  this  action  was  commenced ;  but  one  B»,  who  in 
the  previous  year  had  been  churchwarden  for  the  same  township 
whicn  H,  now  claimed  to  represent,  consented  to  be  joined  aa  Plaintiff. 
Upon  objection  that  two  of  the  Plaintiffs  were  disqualified,  and  that  the 
five  were  therefore  disentitled  by  the  statute  from  suing.  Held:— 

1.  That  under  the  23  &  24  Vict,  c,  126,  «.  19,  if  necessary  the 

names  of  all  the  disqualified  Plaintiffs  might  be  struck  out 

2.  That  an  out-going  churchwarden  continues  in  ofiice  without 

being  re-sworn  till  a  new  one  is  appointed,  and  therefore, 
semble,  that  L,  was  not  disqualified. 

rpHE  declaration  was  for  money  received  by  the  Defen- 
dant for  the  use  of  the  PlaintifTs,  and  upon  an  account 
stated;  and  the  particulars  of  demand  showed  that  the 
action  was  brought  by  five  PlaintifiSy  as  the  churchwar- 
dens of  the  parish  of  Prestwich,  to  recover  from  the 
Defendant  all  monies  received  by  him  on  account  of  a 
church  rate  for  that  parish,  under  colour  and  pretence  of 
the  Defendant  being  churchwarden  of  the  said  parish. 
Plea,  never  indebted. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Shee,  J.  at  the 
Liverpool  spring  assizes,  1864,  when  a  verdict  was  entered 
for  the  Plaintiffs  for  6/.,  with  leave  to  the  Defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  or  a  nonsuit  on  all  the 
points  open  upon  the  evidence  :  the  Court  to  be  at  liberty 
to  draw  any  inferences  of  fact  from  the  evidence  received 
as  to  the  custom  relied  on  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

In  April,  1864,  a  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  granted  ;  but 
in  the  following  Trinity  Term  it  was  ordered  that  a  special 
case  should  be  staled  to  raise  all  the  points,  and  to  consist 
of  the  evidence  given  upon  the  trial,  to  be  taken  from  the 
Judge*s  notes,  supplemented,  ifnecessary,  by  the  short-hand 
writer's  notes  at  the  trial ;  that  the  parish  books  should  be 
produced  upon  the  argument,  and  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
case,  the  Court  to  have  all  the  powers  reserved  by  the 
Judge;  and  the  parties  agreed  upon  the  following: — 

The  Plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  the  churchwardens  for  the 


1866. 


Bremnbr 
Hull. 


«. 

Hull.. 
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1866.       parish  of  Prestwich  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  the  Plain* 
Brbmnbr     *^ff  Bremner  claiming  to  be  and  to  act  as  one  of  sttch 
church  wardens,  as  representing  the  township  of  Prestwich^ 
which  forms  part  of  that  parish. 

The  Plaintiff  Royk  claimed  to  be  and  to  act  as  another 
of  such  churchwardens  as  representing  the  hamlet  of  Uns- 
worth  in  the  township  of  Pilkington,  which  also  forms 
part  of  the  said  parish;  and  the  Plaintiffs  Walker^  Heaton, 
and  Lancashire,  each  claimed  to  be  and  to  act  as  another 
of  such  churchwardens,  as  representing  respectively  the 
townships  of  Great  and  Little  Heaton,  the  townships  of 
Tonge  and  Alhrington,  and  the  hamlet  of  Outwood,  also  in 
the  township  of  Pilkington,  which  form  the  remaining 
parts  of  the  parish. 

The  Defendant  also  claimed  to  be  and  to  act  as  church- 
warden for  the  parish  of  Prestwich,  as  representing  the 
township  of  Prestwich ;  and  the  amount  sought  to  be  re- 
covered was  received  by  him,  professing  to  act  as  sucli 
churchwarden,  in  respect  of  a  church  rate  of  one  penny  in 
the  pound  laid  on  that  parish. 

It  was  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  that  a  custom 
or  usage  had  existed  from  time  immemorial  in  the  parish 
of  Prestwich  for  the  nomination  and  appointment  of  the 
churchwardens  of  the  parish,  and  that  such  custom  is  as 
follows ;  that  is  to  say : — Two  fit  and  proper  persons  are 
nominated  by  an  annual  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  within 
the  hamlet  of  Unswarth  held  for  that  and  for  other  pur- 
poses ;  two  by  an  annual  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  within 
the  townships  of  Great  and  Little  Heaton  held  for  that 
and  other  purposes ;  two  by  an  annual  meeting  held  for 
that  and  other  purposes  alternately  at  Tonge  and  Alhring- 
ton  of  the  ratepayers  within  those  townships  respectively ; 
two  by  an  annual  meeting  held  for  that  and  other  purposes 
by  the  ratepayers  of  Outwood  in  the  township  of  Pilhing- 
ton,  and  two  by  the  outgoing  churchwarden  in  respect  of  the 
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iownikip  ofPretiwich  ;  and  that  the  rector  appoints  one  of       1866. 
the  two  nominated  by  the  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  within     Brimmbe 
the  hamlet  of  Unsworth  ;  one  of  the  two  nominated  by  the        hull. 
meeting  of  the  ratepayers  within  the  townships  of  Oreat 
and  Litik  Heaton^  one  of  the  two  nominated  by  the  meet- 
ing of  the  ratepayers  within  the  townships  of  Tonge  or 
Alkrington^  one  of  the  two  nominated  by  the  meeting  of 
the  ratepayers  within  the  hamlet  of  Outwood^  and  one  of 
the  two  nominated  by  the  outgoing  churchwarden  in  respect 
of  the  township  of  Prestwich:—2JiA  that  each  of  the  persons 
so  appointed  is  a  churchwarden  for  the  whole  of  the  parish, 
as  representing  the  hamlet  or  township  by  or  in  respect  of 
which  he  has  been  nominated. 

The  Defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  denied  the  custom  as 
respects  the  township  of  Prestwich^  and  objected  that  even 
if  it  did  exist  it  was  not  a  good,  valid  and  binding  custom, 
and  had  been  departed  from  and  determined ;  and  further, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  proved  to  be  duly  elected  and 
appointed  churchwardens,  and  that  they  or  some  of  them 
had  not  made  the  necessary  declarations  before  entering 
on  office. 

The  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  so  far  as 
material,  was  as  follows : — 

The  Rev.  Henry  Mildred  Birch  deposed  as  follows : — 
I  am  rector  of  the  parish  of  Prestvnch.  I  was  inducted  in 
JUayy  1852.  It  is  a  large  parish.  It  consists  of  the  town- 
ships of  Outwood,  Unsworth^  Oreat  and  Littk  Heaton^ 
TungCy  with  Alkrington  and  Prestwich.  Whitefield  has 
been  separated.  There  were  formerly  six  hamlets  or  town- 
ships in  the  parish,  but  now  there  are  five  only.  As  to 
Prestwich^  invariably  the  outgoing  churchwarden  has 
either  communicated  to  me  verbally  or  has  sent  me  in  a  list 
of  those  whom  he  has  presented  to  me  for  the  selection  by 
me  of  one  of  them  as  his  successor,  and  I  have  selected 
one  and  announced  my  selection  at  the  Easter  Meeting 
of   the   parishioners.      As   to   Pilhington,    consisting   of 
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1866.        Whitefield,  Unsworth  and  Ouiwood,  I  received  a  commu^ 
Brbmner      nication  sometimes  verbally,  sometimes  in  writing,  present- 

HoLL.  ^^^  ^^^^  *^^  ^^  more,  sometimes  three  persons  to  be 
successors  to  the  outgoing  churchwarden,  out  of  whom  I 
have  made  my  selection  and  announced  it  as  before.  This 
custom  also  applies  to  Tonge  cum  Alhrington  and  the  two 
Heatons.     Prior  to  Easter^  1863,  I  received  the  list  of 

names  for  the  four  townships  besides  Pr^^toicA As  to 

the  township  of  Prestwich,  I  received  a  communication,  I 
believe  in  writing,  from  the  outgoing  churchwarden.  The 
four  Plaintiffs,  Royky  Walker^  Heaton^  and  Lancashire^ 
were  named  for  the  other  four  townships  respectively.  [A 
notice  was  here  put  in,  dated  7th  Aprils  1863,  signed  by 
Buckley t  who  was  churchwarden  for  Prestwich  from  Easter^ 
1862,  to  Easter f  1 863,  addressed  to  the  rector,  which  was  as 
follows,  viz  ] :  ^^  I  beg  to  propose  as  my  successor  as  church- 
warden for  the  ensuing  year  one  of  the  following  gentle- 
men— Mr.  John  A.  Bremner  and  Mr.  Edward  Bremner.** 
On  the  8th  of  April,  1863,  a  meeting  of  parishioners 
for  laying  a  church  rate,  &c.,  was  held  pursuant  to 
notice  :~[This  document  was  headed.  Parish  of  Prestwich, 
and  stated  that  a  vestry  meeting  would  be  held  in  the 
parish  church  on  the  8th  of  April  next,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  rate  for  the  repairs  of  the  church  of  the  parish 
for  the  coming  year,  and  for  such  other  expenses  as  are  by 
law  chargeable  on  the  church  rate.  It  was  dated  the  27th 
of  March,  1863,  and  signed  by  the  rector  and  by  Buckley 
and  Walker,  churchwardens.]  At  that  meeting  I  said  I 
had  appointed  the  five  Plaintiffs  to  serve  the  office.  Mr. 
Bremner  was  appointed  by  me  for  Prestwich ;  and  RoyU, 
Walker,  Heaton  and  Lancashire  for  the  other  townships. 
A  rate  of  \d.  in  pound  was  proposed  at  the  meeting,  and 
carried  with  only  two  dissentients.  I  never  heard  any 
objection  to  this  mode  of  appointing  churchwardens 
until  1862. 

[A  letter  from  Francis  Robinson,  one  of  the  firm  of 
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Higion  and  Robinson,  solicitors,  at   Manchester,  to  the        1866. 
witness,  dated  Prestwich,  29th  March,  1862,  and  contain-     Bremnbe 
ing  the  following  extract,  was  put  in  and  read :]  —  Hull. 

**  I  am  desired  to  call  your  attention  to  the  present 
position  of  the  church  at  Prestwich,  so  far  as  regards  the 
office  of  churchwarden.  For  some  time  past  a  practice 
seems  to  have  prevailed  for  one  churchwarden  only  to  be 
appointed,  a  practice  which  is  now  found  to  be  incon- 
venient to  the  laity,  and  detrimental  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  church.  I  am  sure  I  need  not  bring  to  your  notice 
that  by  the  common  law  of  England,  which  binds  both 
clergy  and  laity,  and  by  the  canons  of  1603,  which  bind 
the  clergy,  churchwardens  are  to  be  chosen  by  the  joint 
consent  of  the  minister  and  parishioners  if  they  can  agree, 
but  if  they  cannot  agree  upon  such  then  the  minister  is 
to  choose  one  and  the  parishioners  another,  and  that  with- 
out such  joint  and  several  consent  none  are  to  take  upon 
themselves  the  office  of  churchwarden.  I  am  desired 
further  to  state  to  you  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
parishioners  of  Prestwich  to  act  upon  their  undoubted 
right  at  the  ensuing  Easter  of  appointing  one  churchwarden. 
I  beg  to  assure  you  that  in  taking  this  step  I  and  the 
inhabitants  with  whom  I  act  have  no  desire  to  interfere 
with  your  rights  or  powers  as  rector." 

The  witness  further  deposed  that  he  received  a  notice 
signed  Higson  and  Robinson,  dated  25th  April,  1862,  and 
addressed  to  the  rector,  churchwardens,  and  overseers  act- 
ing for  Prestwich,  which,  after  stating  that  the  writers 
were  instructed  by  certain  ratepayers  of  Prestwich  to  for- 
ward a  copy  of  an  amended  resolution,  which  the  rector 
as  chairman  had  refused  to  put  to  the  vestry  meeting  at 
Prestwich  on  the  23rd  inst.,  and  that  the  real  purport  of 
the  proposed  amendment  was  to  call  a  vestry  meeting  for 
the  appointment  of  churchwardens,  proceeded : — 

"  We  request  you  to  call  a  vestry  meeting  in  conformity 
with  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  purpose  of  properly 
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1866.        appointing  churchwardens.     It  is  necessary  to  mak6  this 
Bremner      request  to  you,  because,  if  you  refuse  or  decline  to  comply 

Hull.  ^^^^  ^^  ^®  ^^^  instructed  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  you  or  some  of  you  to 
call  such  a  meeting.'' 

The  witness  also  received  a  notice  dated  16th  March, 
1863,  signed  by  Robinson  and  three  ratepayers  m  the 
township  of  Prestwich,  requesting  that  a  meeting  of  the 
inhabitants  of  that  township  should  be  held  on  or  about 
the  25th  day  of  March  then  next  ensuing,  in  some  conve- 
nient place  in  the  township,  "  to  fix  upon  fit  and  proper  per- 
sons, whose  names  are  to  be  forwarded  to  the  rector  of 
Presiwich  as  fit  and  proper  persons  from  whom  he  may  se- 
lect and  choose  one  to  fill  the  office  of  churchwarden  for  the 
parish  o(  Prestwich,  in  respect  of  the  township  of  P^^sslu^A, 
for  the  ensuing  year."  To  that  he  sent  a  courteous  answer. 
The  churchwardens  have  each  a  seat  in  the  church  of 
Prestwich,  and  a  mace  with  a  silver  top. 

In  cross-examination  the  witness  stated : — I  was  ap- 
pointed in  1852.  Mr.  Buckley  generally  returned  two  or 
three  names;  sometimes  two,  sometimes  three,  never  one; 
not  always  in  writing,  sometimes  written,  sometimes  verbal 
As  to  the  other  townships,  sometimes  two,  sometimes  three 
were  returned.  I  think,  on  consideration,  it  was  two,  not 
three.    I  see  nothing  in  the  minutes  (a)  about  the  appoint- 

(»)  The  entry  in  the  parish  books  for  1682  wds  headed  **  The  church- 
wardens elected  and  chosen  for  the  parish  of  Prestwich  for  the  year  1682 
are  as  followeth  :"  and  then  merely  the  names  of  six  persons  were  men- 
tionedy  and  the  subsequent  entries,  under  similar  headings,  down  to  IS26, 
with  three  or  four  exceptions,  mentioned  six  persons  The  entry  for 
1701  mentioned  seven  names.  That  for  1704  live  only,  mentioning  one 
of  those  as  "  John  Hey  wood  p.  William  Hej/wood  de  Cnmbi/gha.**  Tliat 
for  1707  mentioned  seven  names,  three  of  those  thus  :  **  Abraham  Hutlon 
p.  Fleamet,  Jamet  Huiton  p.  John  Younge^  Jamet  CoUinge^  jr.,  Lmoer 
Housed  That  for  1717  mentioned  six  names,  and  three  of  those  thus : — 
**  John  Scholet,  for  Stand  Hall ;  Francis  Brown  for  Peter  Seddon,  snd 
Thurston  Smethhurst  for  Mr.  Scholes'  tenement  in  Vnsworth,**  That  for 
1 722,  six  names,  and  one  of  those  as  «  John  Schola  for  Frameit  ^fddtd, 
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ment  of  church  wardens  in  1 852.  For  1 S54,  April,  no  minute. 
For  I8669  lOtli  April,  there  is  the  following  minute: — 
The  rector  reported  to  the  meeting  that  he  had  appointed 
Mr.  John  Buckley,  of  Prestwich,  to  be  warden  for  the 
ensuing  year,  and  that  he  had  consented  to  act  This  is 
the  first  time  in  my  incumbency  that  such  an  entry  ap- 
pears in  the  minutes.  I  cannot  say  whether  one  or  more 
was  presented  to  me  for  that  year,  or  whether  verbally  or 
in  writing;  I  cannot  say  positively  that  there  were  more 
than  one  name,  but  I  believe  there  were.  The  next  minute 
is — ^The  rector  also  reported  that  he  had  accepted  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  M.  Lee  as  warden  for  Great  and  Little 
Heaton,  Mr.  Edward  EUam  for  Outwood,  Mr.  Samuel 
Stubbe  for  Alkringtou  and  Tonge,  and  Mr.  Leonard  Clayton 
JEUnsworth.  For  1856,  28th  March,  there  is  the  following 
minute : — The  rector  reported  to  the  meeting  that  he  had 
requested  Mr.  Buckley  to  continue  to  hold  the  office 
of  churchwarden  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  that  he 
had  consented  to  do  so:  also  that  he  had  accepted 
the  nomination  of  Mr.  Jonathan  Whitehead  for  Chreat 
and  LiUle  Heaton,  and  of  Mr.  James  Andrews  for  Tonge 
and  Alkrington,  I  do  not  know  whether  others  had 
been  chosen  for  the  other  townships.     Should  it  happen 


1866. 


Bbemnbk 
Hull. 


at  Cawdai:*  That  for  1728  is  «  Lawrence  Chapman,  William  Ha/wood, 
,0th.  Walk,  Milne  for  LiUle  Heaton,  Jno,  Ogden  for  Jas.  Uobson, 
Jothua  Uardman,  James  Deardon  for  the  Rev.  Jacob  Scholes,  Lawrence 
Hey  for  Jame»  "Meadawcrofl"  The  entries  for  1733  and  1734  mention 
fix  Dames,  and  in  each  entry  '*  John  Smethwrst  for  Widow  Gaskell.^  In 
those  for  1747  and  1753»  persons  are  mentioned  as  serving  for  others. 
In  1756,  the  entry  is:  **  Prestwich,  James  Oldham,  who  served  for 
Kichard  Wilson,  for  Poppythome  2  Heatons,  Roger  Wrigley  served  for 
Richard  Mills,  John  Wrigley  for  himself,  Mr.  Adam  Scholes  for  himself, 
James  Croker  for  himself,  Richard  Thorp  for  Henry  Grundy"  In  most 
of  the  subsequent  entries  down  to  1811,  the  particular  township  or  ham- 
let is  mentioned,  as  well  as  the  name  of  the  churchwarden  representing 
it,  and  in  1815,  1821,  1822,  the  entries  are  in  the  like  form;  but  in  the 
following  years,  down  to  1826,  the  names  of  the  churchwardens  only  are 
specified. 
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1866.       ^^^^  ^^^  churchwardens  were  not  appointed  for  any  town^ 
Brbmner      8^^Jp>  ^^^  outgoing  churchwardens  would  remain  church- 
«•  wardens.     [It  further  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  this 

witness  that  the  entries  in  each  year  from  17th  Aprils  I857y 
to  3rd  April,  1860,  inclusive,  were  very  similar  to  the 
preceding;  Mr.  Buckley  being  appointed  by  the  rector  in 
each  year  churchwarden  for  Prestuich.  The  witness  con- 
tinued :  —  ]  On  3i'd  April,  1 86 1 ,  Mr.  Billing  (the  curate),  in 
the  absence  of  the  rector,  in  the  chair,  there  is  the  follow- 
ing minute : — A  letter  from  Mr.  Birch,  the  rector,  was  read 
to  the  meeting  by  the  chairman,  in  which  he  nominated 
Mr.  Buckley  as  churchwarden  for  the  ensuing  year,  and 
stated  that  he  accepted  the  nomination  of  Mr.  Walker  as 
churchwarden  for  Heaton  for  the  ensuing  year.  In  like 
manner  the  names  of  the  wardens  for  the  other  townships 
are  mentioned.  On  23rd  Aprils  1862,  Mr.  Birch  in  the 
chair,  there  is  the  following  minute:— The  chairman  stated 
that  the  following  were  appointed  wardens  for  the  ensuing 
year;  then  Mr.  John  Buckley  for  Prestwich,  and  then  the 
names  of  the  other  Plaintiffs  for  the  other  townships.  I  re- 
member at  this  meeting  an  amendment  being  moved  by  one 
of  the  ratepayers — I  think  Mr.  Robinson — and  I  declined 
to  put  it  to  the  meeting.  It  was  to  the  effect  that  a  rate 
should  not  be  laid  till  a  meeting  was  held  for  nominating 
churchwardens.  It  was  an  amendment  upon  a  resolution 
that  a  rate  be  laid.  Since  I  have  been  incumbent  the 
chancel  has  been  enlarged  and  a  new  vestry  built;  there 
were  five  churchwardens  at  that  time.  A  tablet,  com- 
memorative, with  names  attached,  was  put  up  in  the 
chancel  of  the  church.  The  inscription  on  the  tablet  is: — 
**  The  chancel  of  this  church  was  enlarged  and  a  new 
vestry  built  a.d.  1861.  H.  M.  Birch,  M.A.,  rector;  /• 
Buckley,  R.  D,  Walker,  churchwardens."  The  other 
churchwardens  are  not  mentioned.  It  is  a  great  lapse, 
which  can  be  rectified,  and  1  will  take  care  it  is.  Over 
the  church  porch  there   is  an  inscription,  in  which  the 
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names  of  six  churchwardens  are  mentioned,  stating  that        1866. 
they  raised  the  church  and  rebuilt  the  porch  in  1756.     An      Bremner 
inscription  also  on  a  stone  outside  a  hearse  house,  dated        hull. 
1827,  mentions  six   churchwardens,  and  states  that  the 
churchyard  was  enlarged  and  fenced  at  the  expense  of  the 
parish  and  finished  in  that  year. 

Re-examined :  — ^The  two  wardens  whose  names  are  on 
the  tablet  were  really  cleiks  of  the  works;  I  ought  to 
have  put  the  names  of  the  other  churchwardens  on  it. 
Generally  two  names  were  presented  orally  or  in  writing. 
In  the  years  where  the  entry  of  appointment  is  in  respect 
of  only  two  townships,  nevertheless  five  were  appointed 
and  acted.  When  church-rates  are  made  they  all  go  into 
one  fund. 

Dr,  John  Rushton  stated  as  follows: — I  am  now  vicar 
of  Blackburn.  In  1847  I  became  rector  of  Prestwich^ 
and  continued  so  to  the  spring  of  1852.  When  I  first  came 
there  were  six  churchwardens  in  Prestioichy  one  for  each 
hamlet ;  they  were  afterwards  reduced  to  five  on  the  creation 
of  the  rectory  of  All  Saints  Standi  in  Whitejieldy  which 
was  one  of  the  hamlets  which  returned  a  churchwarden. 
[The  order  in  council  was  read  (a),  and  the  witness  pro- 

• 

(a)  Tbfs  order  was  dated :  At  the  Court  at  Buckingham  Palace,  the 
2nd  of  March,  1848.  Present,  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty  in 
Council.  It  recited  that  the  ecclesiastical  commissioners  for  England 
had,  in  pursuance  of  3  &  4  Vict.c.  113  (6),  prepared  and  laid  before  her 
Majesty  in  Council  a  scheme  bearing  date  the  17th  of  February,  1848, 
lor  apportioning  the  income  of  Preuiwich,  in  the  county  of  Lanca$Ur 
and  diocese  of  Manchetter,  between  that  rectory  and  the  perpetual 
curacy  of  All  Saints  Stand,  in  the  same  county  and  diocese ;  that  it  waa 
by  the  Act  enacted  that  arrangements  might  be  made  by  the  authority 
therein  provided  for  the  apportionment  of  the  income  of  two  benefices 
belonging  to  the  same  patron  between  the  incumbents  or  ministers  of  such 
benefices,  or  the  churches  or  chapels  connected  therewith  ;  provided  that 
no  inch  arrangement  should  be  made  in  any  case  so  as  to  prejudice  the 
interests  of  any  existing  incumbent,  nor  without  the  consent  of  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese;  that  Thomut  Earl  of  Wilton  was  patron  of  the  rectory  of 


{b)  See  sectt.  72,  73,  74. 
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ceeded : — ]  Whitefield  is  one  of  the  hamlets  of  the  town- 
ship of  Pilkington,  and  All  Saints  Stand  was  a  charch 
in  that  hamlet.  No  churchwarden  was  appointed  from 
that  time  for  Whitefield  to  serve  for  the  parish  o{  Presttncif 
and  the  inhabitants  of  Whitefield  did  not  contribute  to  the 
church-rates  of  Prestwich  from  that  time.  There  was 
always  a  separate  churchwarden  for  Prestwich  township. 
He  was  appointed  by  the  rector  selecting  one  name  out  of 
two  given  him  by  the  churchwarden  of  the  previous  year. 


(tic)  Pratwich,  ind  of  the  perpetual  curacy  of  AU  Samii  Stand,  and 
that  hoth  the  said  benefices  were  in  the  diocese  of  Manchester  ;  that  the 
rectory  of  Prestwich  was  endowed,  amongst  other  modes,  with  a  rent- 
charge  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  arising  within  the  hamlet  of  Unsworih,  in 
the  township  of  Pilkington  in  the  same  parish,  and  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  the  gross  annual  sum  of  £101 :  18s.  lid. ;  that  the  avessge 
annual  income  of  the  perpetual  curacy  of  All  Saints  Stand  was  b^w 
£200,  and  the  population  thereof  exceeded  6,000 ;  that  a  desire  had  been 
expressed  by  the  Earl  of  WiUon  that  arrangements  should  be  made  for 
apportioning  the  income  of  the  rectory  of  Prestwich  by  the  transfer  of 
the  rent-charge  aforesaid  to  the  perpetual  curacy  of  All  Saints  Stand; 
and  that  it  appeared  to  be  expedient  that  such  arrangements  should  be 
forthwith  carried  into  effect,  and  recommended,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Earl  of  Wilton,  the  Bishop  of  Manchester,  and  of  Dr.  Rmshton  u 
rector  of  Prestwich,  that  all  the  rent>charge  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  the 
said  hamlet  of  Unsworth  theretofore  belonging  to  the  rectory  of  Prest- 
wich should,  without  any  conveyance  or  assurance  in  the  law  %ther  than 
this  scheme,  and  any  order  of  her  Majesty  in  council  ratifying  tbe 
same  duly  made  and  published  in  the  London  Gautte,  and  on  and  from 
the  day  of  such  publication,  become  and  be  transferred  from  the  rectoiy 
and  annexed  in  perpetuity  to  the  perpetual  curacy  of  All  Saints  Stand, 
And  that  thereupon  the  perpetual  curacy  "  should  become  and  be  s 
rectory  by  the  name  of  the  rectory  of  All  Saints  Standi"  and  the  incum- 
bent thereof  for  the  time  being  should  be  rector  thereof,  and  that  sodi 
rector  should  be  entitled  to  receive  and  enjoy  the  said  rent^haige  si 
part  of  the  endowment  of  such  rectory,  together  with  all  other  endow- 
ments and  emoluments  then  belonging  to  the  perpetual  curacy. 

It  was  then  recited  that  the  scheme  had  been  approved  by  her  Majesty 
in  council;  and  stated  that  she,  with  the  advice  of  her  council,  was  then 
pleased  thereby  to  ratify  the  scheme,  and  to  order  that  the  same  should  be 
effectual  in  law  immediately  from  when  the  order  should  have  beoi  pob- 
lished  in  the  London  Gatette  pursuant  to  the  Act,  and  directed  that  tbe 
order  be  registered  by  the  Registrar  of  the  diocese  of  Manchester. 
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For  the  other  four  townships  the  outgoing  churchwarden  of       1866. 
each  returned  to  the  rector  the  names  of  two  persons,  one     brbmner 
of  whom  he  selected  to  serve  as  churchwarden  for  the        hull. 
district.     I  cannot  tell  you  how  they  obtained  the  names 
for  their  own  districts ;  they  returned  two  each,  that  is  all 
I  know.    The  Reverend  Mr.  Blackburn  preceded  me  in 
the  rectory.     During  my  incumbency  as  rector  no  meet- 
ings were  held  in  the  township  of  Prestwich  for  the  nomi- 
nation of  churchwardens.    The  first  warden  I  appointed 
for  Prestwich  was  Mr.   Coston.      I  think  he  continued 
three  years.     Openshaw  was  appointed  by  me  on  the  no- 
mination of  Mr.  Coston^  and  Mr.  Potter  most  likely.     I 
am  quite  certain  the  churchwardens  were  always  appointed 
in  my  rectorship  in  the  way  I  have  stated. 

Cross-examined : — In  1847  and  1848  I  received  two 
names  from  the  outgoing  warden  of  Presttmch.  Always 
two  (I  am  morally  sure).  I  cannot  swear  positively  to 
1851.  My  impression  is  I  received  the  names  of  two;  one 
Mr.  Coston,  who  wished  to  retire,  and  then  I  appointed 

» 

Mr.  Openshaw.  Coston  was  warden  in  1849;  he  presented 
two ;  I  am  sure  I  should  not  have  received  the  presenta- 
tion of  less  than  two.  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  of 
refreshing  my  memory.  As  to  1851,  by  reference  to  the 
books,  I  selected  Mr.  Openshaw,  who  was  not  presented 
to  me.  I  appointed  him  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  Coston. 
This  was  the  only  time  I  appointed  a  warden  not  presented 
to  me.  In  1851  I  may  safely  swear  Coston  presented  two 
persons  to  me.  I  think  in  my  last  year  I  appointed  Mr. 
Potter,  but  I  am  not  sure  whether  I  was  rector  at  Easter, 
1862,  and  have  had  no  opportunity  of  refreshing  my  me- 
mory. During  my  rectorship  I  fancy  there  would  be  a 
township  meeting  for  appointment  of  overseers,  surveyors, 
&c.,  but  I  do  not  recollect  presiding  at  one ;  I  may  have 
done  so. 

Rev.  Benjamin  Crompton : — I  was  formerly  curate  for 
the  parish  of  Prestwich,  viz.,  in  the  years  1845, 1846,  1847. 

3x2 
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1860.       Generally,  the  custom  iu  Prestwich  as  to  the  appointment 
Bremmbe      or  a  churchwarden  for  Prestwich  township  was  this — two 
Hull.       names  were  sent  to  the  rector,  and  he  selected  one.    That 
prevailed  during  all  the  time  I  was  there. 

Cross-examined :— In  1844  I  was  ordained  to  the  curacy, 
and  continued  curate  till  1847,  when  I  was  appointed  to 
the  benefice  of  Unsworth.  Two  names  were  invariably 
sent  in  to  the  rector.  A  meeting  was  held  annually,  and  two 
names  invariably  sent  from  the  township  for  Unsworth^  for 
Whitefieldy  for  Outwood^  and  the  same  custom  is  invariable 
throughout  the  whole  parish  of  Prestwich^  on\y  two.  I 
never  remember  an  instance  to  the  contrary. 

Re-examined  :— In  Prestwich  no  meeting  was  held  to 
nominate  churchwardens  for  presentation ;  the  outgoing 
churchwarden  presented. 

Michael  Potter:^!  am  attorney  for  the  Plaintiffs.  I 
was  bom  in  the  township  of  Prestwich.  I  was  appointed 
in  1852  by  Dr.  Rushton  as  churchwarden  for  Prestwich 
and  was  so  for  three  years.  I  have  presented  others  three 
times.  Two  is  the  number  I  have  always  presented,  of 
whom  one  has  always  been  selected.  I  ceased  to  be 
churchwarden  in  1855,  when  I  presented  Mr.  JSucA&y  and 
Mr.  Diggles,  and  Mr.  Buckley  was  appointed.  I  have 
never  known  churchwardens  of  Prestwich  appointed  in 
any  other  way. 

Cross-examined  : — At  the  end  of  1852  I  presented  my- 
self and  Mr.  Diggles  verbally,  always  verbally.  I  did  the 
same  at  the  end  of  1853.  I  have  looked  over  the  records 
of  the  parish  and  minute  books.  I  know  the  minute  entered 
in  the  minute  book  for  1826.  I  have  it  before  me  and  I 
find  the  following  entry : — 

''  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  a  meeting  will  be  held  on 
Friday  the  31st  instant  at  three  o*clock  in  the  afternoon  in 
the  vestry  of  this  church  for  the  purpose  of  nominating 
proper  persons  to  serve  the  office  of  churchwardens  for 
the  year  ensuing  March  26th^  1826.     Published  in  the 
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parish  church  of  Prestwich^  March  26th,  1826.     By  niCi        1866. 
Abm.  Kay,  parish  clerk."  Bremnee 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  minute  relating  to  the        h^^ll. 
holding  of  the  meeting: — 

^'  March  31st,  1826.  At  a  meeting  of  the  leypayers  for 
the  township  of  Prestwich  assembled  this  day  pursuant  to 
public  notice,  the  following  resolution  was  entered  into 
first.  The  undernamed  persons  were  nominated  to  serve 
the  office  of  churchwardens  for  the  year  ensuing.'* 

[Then  followed  the  names  of  five  persons ;  namely,  of 
Grimshaw^  Bedford^  Hope,  Wain  and  BUachly.']  That  is, 
for  the  tov^nship  of  Prestwich.  Wain  was  one  of  them 
to  1831,  and  he  was  appointed  churchwarden  for  the  en- 
suing year,  and  acted  for  some  years.  The  minutes  begin 
A.D.  1675;  there  is  an  entry  of  churchwardens  in  that  year. 
The  names  of  six.  The  several  entries  relating  thereto 
and  to  the  churchwardens'  accounts  appear  on  the  parish 
books. 

From  1826  to  1847,  the  names  of  six  often  appear,  not 
always,  sometimes  with  and  sometimes  without  mention 
of  the  townships  for  which  persons  named  are  to  act.  I 
knew  Hope,  who  was  present  at  the  meeting  of  March 
31st,  1826.  There  is  a  Bedford  now  resident  at  Prest- 
toich. 

Rev.  Thomas  Corser: — I  am  incumbent  of  All  Saints 
Stand.  I  came  to  Prestmch  in  March,  1823,  as  curate, 
and  remained  there  three  years  and  a  half.  I  was  there 
in  March,  1826.  I  remember  the  meeting  of  31st  March, 
1826,  but  was  not  present  at  it;  the  first  name,  Grimshaw, 
was  sexton ;  Bedford  was  a  stonemason ;  Hope  was  the 
churchwarden.  The  custom  of  the  township  of  Prestwich 
was  for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  present  two  names 
to  the  rector,  out  of  which  the  lector  chose  one. 

Cross-examined  : — 1  have  never  received  the  presentation 
of  the  outgoing  churchwarden  or  been  present  when  it  was 
made.     I  have  seen  the  churchwardens  of  the  out  town- 
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1866.       ships  presenting  the  names  to  the  rector,  but  not  been 

Brbmmbr      present  at  any  presentation  for  the  township  of  Prestuneh, 

Hull.       ^^^  ^^  ^^^  recollect  having  seen  the  paper  of  presentation. 

Re-examined: — I  married  Mr.  Ljfan*s  daughter.  He 
was  the  rector.     He  is  dead. 

The  question  was  then  put  to  the  witness : — 

Have  you  heard  him  say  what  the  custom  was?  To 
which  the  Defendant's  counsel  objected ;  but  Shee,  J.,  ad- 
mitted it  subject  to  the  objection,  and  the  witness  said :— 
That  Mr.  Zyon,  who  was  rector  for  more  than  fifty  years, 
had  told  him  that  the  custom  of  Prestwich  township  was 
for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  present  two  names,  of 
which  he  selected  one. 

Cross-examined : — He  told  me  that  the  practice  was  for 
the  outgoing  warden  to  present  two  or  three  but  more 
generally  two  names. 

John  Clegg : — I  have  lived  in  the  township  of  Prestwkk 
forty  years  and  more;  I  was  churchwarden  in  1840  for  one 
year.  I  was  not  present  when  my  name  was  presented  to 
the  rector,  but  he  appointed  me.  The  next  year  I  pre- 
sented two  names  and  one  of  them  was  appointed. 

Thomas  Coston : — I  live  in  the  township  of  Prestwich, 
I  have  done  so  for  twenty- seven  years.  I  am  acquainted 
with  the  custom — it  is  that  the  outgoing  churchwarden 
presents  two  names  to  the  rector  and  he  appoints  one;  I 
was  churchwarden  three  years,  1847,  1848,  1849;  at  the 
end  of  the  first  year  I  did  not  present;  Dr.  Rushian  asked 
me  to  remain  in  office  and  I  did  next  year  the  same;  the 
last  year  I  presented  two  names,  Mr.  Potter  and  Mr. 
Openshaw.  I  took  these  two  names  to  the  rector  without 
previous  communication  with  him.  I  named  them  both. 
I  distinctly  recollect  it  Dr.  Rushton  must  have  forgot 
I  never  knew  a  meeting  of  parishioners  convened  to  nomi- 
nate churchwardens;  I  was  not  there  in  1826. 

Cross-examined : — I  was  never  present  at  any  apprait- 
ment  of  a  churchwarden  before  I  acted  or  after  I  had 
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ceased  to  act.    At  close  of  1847  I  made  no  presentation.        1866. 
I  wanted  to  do  so,  but  the  rector  said  I  beg  you  will  stay     Brbmnee 
in  the  next  year.     I  told  him  I  wanted  to  retire^  he  said  he        Hull. 
wished  me  to  remain.     He  wished  me  to  remain  the  second 
year;  the  third  year  I  presented  two  names  to  him  and  he 
did  not' then  press  me  to  remain.     I  presented  Mr.  Potter 
and  Mr.  Openshaw. 

John  Buckley: — I  have  lived  in  Prestwich  fourteen  or 
fifteen  years.  In  1855  I  was  appointed  churchwarden  by 
the  rector.  I  remained  in  office  down  to  1862.  I  retired 
in  1863.  I  then  made  a  presentation  to  the  rector.  At  the 
dose  of  each  year  I  made  a  presentation  to  the  rector.  I 
presented  two  names,  my  own  being  one,  and  I  was  ap- 
pointed. Generally,  before  the  Easter  meeting,  I  saw  the 
rector,  and  told  him  I  wished  to  present  certain  persons. 
I  consulted  these  persons  and  the  rector,  and  they  said  :  had 
you  not  better  finish  the  alterations  which  were  then  going 
on  in  the  church.  The  rector  continued  me  in  office  down 
to  1863.  I  presented  in  1863  Mr.  Bremner  (the  Plaintiff) 
and  Mr.  Freeman.  I  never  heard  of  any  meeting  in  Presto 
wich  township  for  the  nomination  of  churchwardens. 

Cross-examined : — When  the  time  arrived  for  making 
my  presentment,  I  told  the  rector  in  the  vestry  or  in  the 
church.  I  often  mentioned  two  or  three,  and  he  said  on 
such  occasions  he  should  be  glad  if  I  remained,  and  I 
consented.  The  last  year  all  the  alterations  being  finished 
I  made  a  fo/mal  presentation  in  writing. 

Isaac  Dawson : — I  am  seventy -six,  I  have  been  ringer 
at  Prestunch  sixty  years ;  I  knew  Mr.  Lyon^  he  was  rector 
when  I  began  to  ring.  He  told  me  when  the  old  warden 
was  going  out  he  chose  another;  only  one  name  was  fur- 
nished to  him  that  I  ever  knew  of. 

Thomas  Walkden^  the  present  assistant  overseer  for 
Prestwich  township,  stated  that  he  had  resided  there  all 
his  life  except  four  years.  Since  1846,  the  custom  had  been 
that  two  names  should  be  submitted   by  the  outgoing 
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1866.        churchwarden  to  the  rector,  he  to  appoint  one.     He  had 
Brbmner      been  assistant  overseer  since  1846.    There  had  been  no 
Hull.        parish  meeting  to  elect  any  churchwardens,  and  he  never 
knew  at  such  meetings  any  persons  elected  for  present- 
ment to  the  rector. 

Cross-examined : — I  have  been  present  on  many  occa- 
sions when  an  outgoing  warden  for  the  township  of  Prest- 
toich  has  given  the  name  to  the  rector.  I  cannot  tell  you 
any  particular  instance.  I  heard,  to  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection, Mr.  Cosion  present  the  names  of  Mr.  Potter  and 
Mr.  Openshaw,  I  remember  Diggles  naming  Mr.  Cotton, 
and  another  at  the  meeting,  but  do  not  remember  who  the 
other  was.     I  am  sure  there  were  two. 

The  evidence  of  several  other  witnesses  was  set  out; 
but  it  related,  not  to  the  custom  in  respect  of  the  township  of 
Prestwich,  but  to  that  which  prevailed  in  the  other  four 
places. 

The  Defendantfs  counsel  objected :  1st.  That  there  was  no 
evidence  of  the  custom  relied  on  by  the  Plaintiff;  that  a 
custom  must  be  immemorial  and  uniform ;  that  the  custom 
here  set  up  is  that  there  is  an  office  of  churchwarden  of 
Presttcich.  The  office  is  entire,  and  it  must  be  imme- 
morial, unvarying  and  unchanged.  The  custom  as  to 
nomination  was  said  to  be,  as  to  the  four  townships  or 
places  apart  from  the  township  of  Prestwich^  by  election  at 
meetings ;  but  in  the  township  of  Prestwich  by  the  nomi- 
nation of  the  outgoing  warden  of  two  persons,  and  that 
one  of  these  was  selected  by  the  rector.  But  by  the 
separation  of  Whitefield  in  1847,  the  custom,  if  it  existed 
previously,  was  destroyed.  The  five  remaining  places 
could  not  constitute  an  office  which  had  existed  from  time 
immemorial. 

2nd]y.  As  to  the  township  of  Prestwich  the  custom  was 
not  uniform,  because  sometimes  two  persons  were  nominated, 
sometimes  three,  and  sometimes  not  even  one.  Further,  it 
appears  that  from  an  early  date  six  churchwardens  were 
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elected  and  chosen,  that  is,  elected  by  the  parishioners  and        1866. 
chosen  by  the  rector;  and  in  March,  1826,  the  church-     Brbmmee 
warden  was  elected  by  the  parishioners  and  appointed  by        hull. 
the  rector,  and  therefore  that  it  was  not  an  immemorial 
uniform  usage. 

Srdly.  The  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  succeed  be- 
cause they  had  not  made  the  declaration  required  by  stat. 
6  &  6  Will  4,  c.  62,  s.  9,  which  enacts:— "That  in  future 
every  person  entering  upon  the  office  of  churchwarden  or 
sidesman,  before  beginning  to  discharge  the  duties  thereof,'* 
shall  make  a  declaration  that  he  will  faithfully  perform  the 
duties  of  his  office. 

.For  the  Plaintiffs  it  was  suggested  that  four  of  them 
had  made  it,  and  that  all  had  made  it  for  1862;  and 
as  to  the  custom  being  destroyed  by  the  separation  of 
Whitefield,  that  the  evidence  was  of  the  custom  as  to  each 
township. 

To  this  it  was  replied  for  the  Defendant,  that  Lanca- 
ihire  in  May^  1862,  made  the  declaration  with  Walker , 
Royle  and  two  others  not  being  Plaintiffs,  and  that  in  the 
declaration  of  the  8th  May^  1863,  the  present  Plaintiffs  (in- 
cluding Walker  and  Royle)  with  the  exception  of  Lanca- 
skire,  made  the  declaration,  but  the  Plaintiff  Heaton  had 
not  made  it  when  this  action  was  brought ;  that  as,  if  the 
churchwarden  be  an  individual  he  must  make  a  declara- 
tion, so  must  they  all  if  more  than  one  constitute  ike 
ckurckwarden.  The  declaration  was  not  made  by  these 
when  the  rate  was  laid.  At  all  ^vents  they  could  not  act 
in  the  receipt  of  a  rate  until  they  made  the  declaration. 
JSray  v.  Somer  (a)  decides  that  an  outgoing  churchwarden 
whose  year  of  office  has  expired  continues  in  office  until 
his  successor  is  not  only  elected  but  has  made  the  decla- 
ration.    [It  was  also  urged  for  the  Plaintiffs,  that  as  Lan- 

(a)  2  B.  4-  S.  374. 
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1866.       cashire  was  churchwarden  the  year  before,  therefore  be 
Bebmmie      was  churchwarden  of  the  following  year.      As  respects 

HuLu  HeaUm  there  might  be  a  question;  but  an  amendment 
might  be  made  if  there  had  been  a  misjoinder,  referring 
to  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852  (16  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  s.  36), 
and  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1860  (23  &  24  Vict  c.  126,  s.  19). 
It  was  admitted  that  Butterworth,  who  was  churchwarden 
of  the  parish  of  Prestwich  for  1862,  as  representing  the 
townships  of  Tonge  and  AUtrington,  which  were  in  1863 
represented  by  Heaton^  had  consented  to  be  joined  as 
Plaintiff.  It  was  to  be  taken  as  a  fact  that  the  Defen- 
dant had  made  the  declaration ;  that  he,  assuming  to  act 
as  a  churchwarden  of  the  parish  of  Prestwich^  receired 
from  different  parishioners  payments  amounting  to  62.  for 
the  church  rate  made  on  the  8th  Aprils  1863 ;  and  in  his 
answer  to  certain  interrogatories  under  17  &  18  Viet, 
c.  126,^.61,  he  stated  that  he  had  received  the  money 
'^  as  payment  of  a  church  rate  for  the  township  of  Prest* 
wich."  It  also  appeared  that  at  a  vestry  meeting  of  the 
rated  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Prestwich  duly  con- 
vened  on  the  27th  March^  1863,  it  was  resolved  that  he 
and  one  Chadwick  should  be  nominated  as  fit  and  proper 
persons  whose  names  should  be  forwarded  to  the  rector, 
from  whom  he  might  choose  one  to  fill  the  office  of  church- 
warden for  the  parish  in  respect  of  that  township  for  the 
ensuing  year;  that  such  resolution  had  been  forwarded  to 
the  rector  accordingly ;  that  Chadwick  had  declined  to 
act;  and  that  the  rector  did  not  select  either  of  them.] 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  :— 
Whether  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
action  or  not. 

S.  Temple  {Mellish  with  him)  for  the  Plaintiffs.— 1st. 
It  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  evidence  set  out  that 
the  custom  in  the  township  of  Prestwich  has  been  fh)m 
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time  immemorial  for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  nomi-  1866. 
nate  two  persons,  and  for  one  of  those  to  be  appointed  Brbmnkr 
by  the  rector.  It  is  true  it  occasionally  appears  that  two 
names  have  been  presented  and  sometimes  three,  some- 
times none ;  but  in  the  last  case  it  appears  that  the  rector 
has  requested  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  continue  in 
office  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  it  would  have  been  idle  for 
him  to  have  made  a  formal  presentment  The  instances  in 
which  the  custom  has  not  been  precisely  and  literally 
followed  are  very  rare  and  are  explained,  and  are  not  in- 
consistent with  its  existence.  The  oral  evidence  is  sub- 
stantially uniform,  and  Mr.  Corser,  who  was  curate  in 
1 826,  and  married  the  daughter  of  his  incumbent,  who  had 
been  rector  for  half  a  century,  distinctly  proves  its  existence 
as  &r  back  as  living  memory  can  go.  Then  the  entries  in 
the  parish  books  from  1682  are  uniform  to  show  that,  down 
to  the  separation  of  Whitefieldf  six  churchwardens  were 
appointed  for  the  parish,  and  frequently  mention  the  town- 
ships or  hamlets  for  which  they  were  appointed  respectively. 
From  that  time  the  evidence  is  that  five  only  have  been 
appointed.  Except,  therefore,  the  evidence  of  the  nomina- 
tion of  six  churchwardens  by  the  parishioners  in  1826, 
there  is  no  substantial  evidence  of  any  departure  from  the 
custom  relied  on.  An  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  in 
that  year  to  alter  the  ancient  practice ;  but,  though  for  that 
year  it  was  successful,  it  is  clearly  proved  that  in  the 
sncceedi|^  years  the  custom  again  prevailed  :  there  was  no 
such  thing  as  a  meeting  of  inhabitants  to  elect  church- 
wardens for  Prestwich,  and  the  single  exception  confirms 
the  Plaintiff's  case. 

2ndly. — It  is  no  objection  to  the  custom  that  in  1848 
Whitejield  was  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  parish,  and 
the  perpetual  curacy  became  a  rectory  and  parish  with 
churchwardens  of  its  own.  It  is  said  the  custom  is  entire, 
and  that  the  six  churchwardens  for  the  six  divisions  con- 
stituted an  office  of  churchwarden  for  the  parish  of  Prest- 
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1 866.       wich  analogous  to  that  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  an  office 
Bremnee     represented  by  two  persons.     But  Whitefield  always  acted 

Hull.  independently  of  the  other  townships,  and  the  creation  of 
the  separate  rectory  by  the  order  in  council  did  not  affect 
them. 

3rdly.  The  authorities  show  that  such  a  custom  as  this, 
if  established  in  point  of  fact,  is  clearly  legal  and  valid  in 
point  of  law.  In  1  BlacksU  Com,  394,  it  is  said,  **  church- 
wardens are  the  guardians  or  keepers  of  the  church,  and 
representatives  of  the  body  of  the  parish.  They  are  some- 
times appointed  by  the  minister,  sometimes  by  the  parish, 
sometimes  by  both  together,  as  custom  directs."  In  The 
King  v.  Tlie  Inhabitants  of  Hinckley  (a\  where  the  validity 
of  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  was  impeached,  it  was 
held  good  by  intending  that  there  was  only  one  chwrck- 
warden  for  the  hamlet  Custom  therefore  may  sanction 
there  being  one  churchwarden  only.  [MUward,  for  the 
Defendant,  said,  that  in  case  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  custom  set  up  was  proved  in  point  of  fact  he  did  not 
propose  to  controvert  its  validity.] 

Milward {Sowler  with  him)  for  the  Defendant. — 1st.  The 
custom  relied  on  by  the  Plaintiffs  would  oust  the  common 
law,  and,  to  be  good,  must  be  shown  by  them  to  be  not 
only  reasonable  but  certain,  und  to  have  prevailed  uniformly 
and  without  interruption,  and  this  evidence  does  not  show 
that.  In  1  Bac.  ii&rt(/^m^ii^,  tit.  Church wardenai< A),  it  is 
said  :  "  By  the  common  law,  the  right  of  choosing  church- 
wardens belongs  to  the  parishioners,  who  are  to  be  at  the 
charge  of  repairing  the  church,  &c.,  and  therefore  it  is  bnt 
fitting  that  they  should  have  it  in  their  power  to  determine 
what  persons  are  proper  to  be  entrusted  in  these  concerns: 
nor  doth  any  canon  deprive  them  of  this  right ;  for  though 
by  custom  the  parishioners  in  some  places  choose  one,  and 

(a)  12  £ai/,361. 
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the  parson  another;  yet  this  is  by  virtue  of  the  custom;  1866. 
the  validity  of  which,  as  of  all  other  customs,  must  be  Brbmnbr 
determined  in  the  King's  temporal  Courts."  In  Tyson  v.  hull. 
Smith  (a)  (in  error),  where  the  Defendant  justified  under 
a  custom  for  persons  carrying  on  the  trade  of  a  victualler 
to  erect  booths  on  a  common  at  certain  times  of  the  year 
when  fairs  were  held  there,  Tindalj  C.  J.,  at  p.  421,  says: 
''  It  is  an  acknowledged  principle  that,  to  give  validity  to  a 
custom, — which  has  been  well  described  to  be  an  usage, 
which  obtains  the  force  of  law,  and  is,  in  truth,  the  bind- 
ing law,  within  a  particular  district  or  at  a  particular  place, 
of  the  persons  and  things  which  it  concerns,  (see  Davys' 8 
ReporlSj  31,  32 (&),)— it  must  be  certain,  reasonable  in 
itself,  commencing  from  time  immemorial,  add  continued 
without  interruption."  In  Gibbs  v.  Flight  {c\  which  was 
trover  for  books  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  were  alleged  to 
have  been  possessed  as  churchwardens  of  St.  Stephen, 
Walbrooh,  the  effect  of  the  evidence  was  held  to  be  that 
it  was  part  of  the  custom  by  which  the  right  of  electing 
churchwardens  was  conferred  upon  a  select  vestry,  that  a 
new  person  should  be  elected  every  year  to  the  o£5ce  of 
junior  churchwarden,  and  that  the  junior  churchwarden  of 
the  preceding  year  should  succeed  to  the  oflBce  of  senior 
churchwarden;  and  it  was  held  that  a  repeated  re-election 
of  the  same  person  to  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden, 
without  any  necessity  for  so  doing,  was  in  violation  of  the 
custom  and  void. 

2nd.  Here  the  constitution  of  the  governing  body  was 
altered  by  the  separation  of  Whitejield  in  1848.  It  is 
contended  for  the  Plaintiffs  that  since  then,  although  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  immemorial  usage  has  been  to 
have  six  churchwardens  for  the  parish,  five  only  are  to 
be  chosen.  The  same  argument  would  go  to  show  that 
if  all   the   other  townships  except  Presttoich  should   be 


(a)  9  Ad.  4*  E.  406.  (b)  Le  Ca$e  de  TanUiiy. 

(c)  3  C.  B.  5S1. 
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1866.        separated,  the  rector  would  have  virtually  the  exclusive 
Bremner      power   of  appointing  one  churchwarden   for  the  parish. 

Hull.  '^^  office  of  churchwarden  immeraorially  executed  by  six 
persons  cannot  be  filled  by  five.  With  regard  to  the 
entries  in  the  parish  books,  in  that  for  1682  and  in  earlier 
entries  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  churchwardens 
were  not  elected  and  chosen  in  the  regular  way  without 
any  special  custom ;  and  besides  others,  the  entries  for 
1701,  1722,  1728,  1763,  show  the  uncertainty  of  the  prac- 
tice now  relied  on,  and  'the  present  rector  describes  it 
very  loosely.  [  £r/e,  C.  J.  I  should  like  to  see  the  statute 
which  empowers  the  making  of  this  district  a  parish.]  It 
is  to  be  assumed  that  none  such  exists  till  it  is  produced 
by  the  PlaiiHiffs.  [  Willes,  J.,  mentioned,  that  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Margaret*8f  Westminster,  there  are  two  district 
rectories.]  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  district  parish 
having  been  created  under  58  Oeo,  3,  c.  45,  and  if  there 
were  such  evidence  the  churchwardens  of  the  mother 
parish  would  not  have  been  affected :  58  Geo.  3,  c.  45, 
ss.  24,  73.  The  Order  in  Council  created  a  rectory.  The 
scheme  of  that  Act  is  to  make  the  new  wardens  wardens 
of  the  church  and  not  of  the  parish:  59  Oeo.  3,  c.  134,  s. 
23.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  boundaries  of 
All  Saints  Stand  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  township 
of  Whitejield. 

^vA.  Assuming  the  custom  set  up  by  the  Plaintiffs  to 
be  established  and  the  office  now  to  be  composed  of  the 
five  churchwardens,  these  Plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  as  the 
declaration  required  by  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  62,  s.  9,  was  not 
made  at  all  by  Lancashire  in  1863,  and  was  only  made 
by  Heaton  after  the  action  was  commenced.  StougkUm 
v.  Reynolds  (a)  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  return 
of  a  mandamus  to  swear  the  Plaintiff  into  the  office  of 
churchwarden  of  All  Saints,  in  the  town  of  Northampton, 
to  which  the  Defendant,  the  archdeacon,  returned  that  the 

(a)  2  Sir.  1045. 
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Plaintiff  was  not  elected,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  judgment  1866. 
There  in  Easter  week,  1734,  the  vicar  nominated  one  C.  Bremmee 
and  the  parishioners  nominated  the  Plaintiff  for  church-  Hull. 
y^ardens  for  the  ensuing  year  and  until  others  were  admitted 
and  sworn,  and  both  were  sworn  in.  In  Easter,  1735,  a 
vestry  was  held  for  a  new  election.  The  vicar  in  the  chair 
nominated  C,  and  the  Plaintiff  and  one  F.  were  candi- 
dates for  the  other  oflSce  and  had  several  votes ;  but  before 
the  polling  had  closed  the  vicar  improperly  declared  the 
meeting  adjourned ;  but  the  Plaintiff  and  his  friends  stayed, 
and  he  had  a  majority.  There  at  p.  1047,  Lord  Hardwicke 
says :  '^  As  to  the  objection  that  the  Plaintiff  needed  not  a 
re-swearing :  it  is  otherwise,  and .  in  corporations  where 
mayors  are  re-chosen,  they  are  always  sworn  again,  though 
there  is  a  power  to  hold  over."  [  fVilles,  J.,  said  that  that 
case  did  not  apply  here :  that  was  a  case  of  re-election ; 
but  in  this  the  churchwarden,  who  made  no  declaration  in 
1863,  had  made  one  in  the  previous  year,  and  would  con- 
tinue in  oflSce  till  a  new  one  was  appointed.] 

Tenq)le  in  reply.— [TFf//««,  J.  You  need  not  be  afraid 
of  the  misjoinder,  because  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1860, 
23  k  24  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  19,  the  Plaintiffs  who  are  misjoined 
may  be  struck  out.  Smith,  J.  No  objection  was  made  on 
account  of  the  nonjoinder  of  the  churchwarden  for  White^ 
field.']  No.  The  rates  received  by  the  Defendant  were 
made  for  the  township  of  Prestunck,  and  no  rate  for 
Whitejield  was  included  in  them.  The  evidence  shows  that 
each  township  was  independent  of  the  others;  and  the 
creation  of  the  new  rectory,  which  contained  within  its  limit 
that  township,  had  no  effect  upon  the  general  custom.  [He 
referred  to  3  &  4  Vict,  c.  60,  s.  6.] 

Eblb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  for  the  Plaintiffs.  This  action  is  brought  by  five  church- 
wardens, representing  five  townships  or  hamlets  of  the  parish 
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1866.        of  Prestwich.     The  Defendant  claims  to  be  a  church- 
fiRBMNER      warden  of  that  parish,  as  representing  one  of  those  town- 

HuLL         ships*     He  contends  that,  according  to  a  custom  in  Prest' 
wich,  he  was  entitled  as  churchwarden  for  the  township  of 
Prestwich  to  collect  the  money  which  he  received  as  pay- 
ment of  a  church-rate  for  that  township ;    it  being  cle^ 
that  each  township,  if  acting  according  to  ancient  castooi, 
would  make  a  rate  and  separately  collect  it,  and  that  the 
money  so  collected  would  go  into  and  form  one  common 
fund  for  the  parish.     However  that  may  be,  in  reality  the 
main  question  is  the  existence  of  the  custom  in  respect  of 
the  nomination  and  appointment  of  churchwardens  in  the 
township  of  Prestwich.    The  custom  set  up  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs is  for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  of  that  township  to 
present  the  names  of  two  persons  to  the  rector,  and  for 
him  to  appoint  one  of  them  to  fill  the  office  for  the  ensuing 
year.     The  custom  varies  in  the  different  townships,  and 
in  the  other  townships  it  seems  substantially  to  be  for  the 
ratepayers  of  each,  every  year,  to  nominate  two  persons, 
and  for  the  rector  to  appoint  one  of  them.     The  real  and 
substantial  matter  in  the  case  is  a  question  of  fact  which 
has  been  referred  to  us.     Having  attentively  considered 
the  voluminous  evidence,  I  think  it  is  abundantly  sufficient 
to  satisfy  a  jury  that  the  custom  relied  on  by  the  Plaintiffs 
exists,  and   I  can  find  nothing  to  set  against  it  in  the 
opposite  scale.     The  evidence  is,  that  in   numerous  in- 
stances   the    outgoing   churchwarden  for  the   parish   of 
Prestwich  has  nominated  and  presented  two  persons,  one 
of  whom  was  appointed  by  the  rector.     The  real  conten- 
tion between  these  parties  is  whether  the  parishioners  shall 
present  two  persons  to  the  rector,  or  whether  the  outgoing 
churchwarden  should  present  them ;  and  if  so,  as  contended 
by  the  Defendant,  exercise  a  power  injurious  to  the  interests 
of  the  parish   in  respect  of  the  control  which  the  rector 
would  thereby  have  over  the  appointment.     But  the  out- 
going churchwarden    has   hitherto   constantly   presented 


V. 
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two  nameSy  of  which  the  rector  has  selected  ODe,  and  the  1866. 
grievance  suggested  for  the  Defendant  has  never  taken  bremnbr 
place.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  custom  has  not  been  strictly 
adhered  to  in  form ;  that  in  some  instances,  instead  of  the 
outgoing  churchwarden  presenting  two  names,  he  has  been 
requested  by  the  rector  to  continue  in  the  o£Bce  for  the 
ensuing  year,  and  has  done  so.  In  all  those  instances, 
however,  the  rigkt  of  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  nomi- 
nate, and  of  the  rector  to  appoint,  has  been  kept  up,  and 
there  is  no  instance  of  that  custom  being  departed  from. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  custom  is  proved  by  that  which 
has  been  mainly  relied  on  for  the  Defendant  as  having 
taken  place  in  1826.  In  that  year  it  would  seem  an 
attempt  was  made  to  alter  the  course  of  nomination  in 
respect  of  the  township  of  Prestwichf  and  notice  was  given 
of  a  meeting  in  the  vestry  for  the  purpose  of  nominating 
churchwardens,  and  certain  names  were  chosen  and  pre- 
sented to  the  rector.  But  what  took  place  then  is  rather 
a  confirmation  of  the  custom,  because  amongst  the  names 
80  presented  to  the  rector  was  that  of  the  outgoing  church- 
warden Hope  as  well  as  that  of  Wain,  the  person  whom 
the  rector  appointed;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  minute 
in  the  parish  book  to  show  that  the  person  appointed  was 
not  nominated  and  presented  by  the  outgoing  church- 
warden in  the  usual  way.  Then,  again,  there  is  the  evi- 
dence of  the  former  rector,  going  back  as  far  as  the  time 
of  living  memory,  and  that  of  a  former  curate,  who  was 
curate  at  the  time  when  the  meeting  referred  to  was  held 
in  1826,  that  the  custom  of  the  township  of  Prestwich 
was  for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  to  present  two  names 
to  the  rector,  out  of  which  the  rector  chose  one.  There- 
fore, to  my  mind,  the  case  for  the  Plaintiff  is  without  an 
answer.  There  is  positive  affirmative  evidence  on  the  one 
side,  and  that  which  is  opposed  to  it  on  the  other,  where 
a  departure  from  the  custom  has  been  supposed  to  exist,  is 
VOL.  I. — o.  p.  3  L 
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^S^*  entirely  reconcileable  with  it  in  substance  and  essence.  It 
Beexmbr  appears,  also,  that  uniformly  down  to  the  commencemeDt 
Hull.  of  this  action  the  ratepayers,  who  were  interested  in  dis- 
puting ity  notwithstanding  the  notice  they  had  (if  I  mty 
so  speak)  in  1826,  and  the  different  custom  preyalent  in 
the  other  hamlets  or  townships,  have  uniformly  submitted 
to  it. 

The  next  question  is  whether  this  custom  is  valid  in 
point  of  law ;  but  it  can  scarcely  be  gniTely  argued,  that 
if  proved  to  have  prevailed  uniformly  in  point  of  fact  it  k 
not.  A  custom  somewhat  analogous  seems  to  have  existed 
in  Catten  v.  Banvick  (a).  In  that  case  it  is  stated  that, 
by  the  89th  canon,  churchwardens  are  to  be  chosen  by  the 
parson  and  parishioners  jointly,  and  if  they  cannot  agre^ 
then  one  by  the  parson  and  the  other  by  the  paridiimien; 
and  that  in  a  parish  in  Yorkshire  the  custom  was  for  die 
parson  to  appoint  one  and  the  two  old  churchwardens  the 
other,  but  that  it  went  no  further.  The  two  churchwardens 
could  not  agree,  and  so  one  presents  Barmeh  and  the 
parishioners  at  large  chose  Gotten.  It  was  held  that  by 
the  disagreement  the  custom  was  laid  out  of  the  case;  and 
then  they  must  resort  to  the  canon,  under  which  Cktta^ 
being  duly  elected,  the  decree  was  for  him.  A  somewhat 
similar  custom  is  also  found  in  Astle  v.  Thomas  {b).  I 
only  refer   to  those  cases  to  show  that  a  custom  wbra 


(a)  1  Strange,  145. 

(6)  2  B.  4*  C  271.  In  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  parish  fdBuio^- 
upan-Trent  consists  of  the  township  of  Burton,  for  which  two  charch* 
wardens  had  always  been  appointed,  and  also  of  several  hamlets,  which 
had  jointly  appointed  two  other  churchwardens.  There  was  only  one 
parish  church  in  the  parish,  and  that  was  in  the  township  of  Bmiot* 
Separate  rates  had  always  been  made  by  the  two  sets  of  churchwardeM; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  churchwardens  elected  for  the  township  of 
Burton  might  maintain  an  action  against  their  predecessors  for  moaey 
remaining  in  their  hands,  and  were  not  bound  to  make  all  the  presort  or 
late  churchwardens  of  the  parish  Plaintiffs  or  Defendants. 


I». 
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proved  in  fact  is  not  to  be  set  aside  upon  notions  of       1866. 
fancied  convenience.  b»emnee 

It  was  further  alleged  for  the  Defendant  that  the  custom 
was  entire  for  the  six  townships ;  and  it  was  objected,  jthat 
as  owing  to  the  increase  of  the  population  and  by  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Church  Commissioners  Acts  the  township  of 
WUtefield  had  been  taken  out  of  the  six  townships,  and  by 
the  order  in  council  oi  March  2nd,  1848,  created  a  rectory 
by  itsdf,  the  custom  was  destroyed.  Now  I  do  not  stop 
to  inquire  what  the  precise  effect  may  be  of  the  words  used 
in  the  order  of  council,  because  that  must  be  ascertained 
by  reference  to  the  statutes  under  which  it  was  made. 
I  take  it  that  those  Acts  authorize  the  Queen  in  Council 
to  create  a  parish,  and  that  in  this  case  the  maxim  Omnia 
pmsumuntur  rite  esse  acta  applies.  For  certain  purposes, 
therefore,  I  will  assume  that  Whitefield  was  separated  from 
the  other  townships  of  the  parish.  I  think  that  though 
one  of  the  six  was  gone,  the  custom  in  respect  of  each 
of  the  others  was  entirely  unaffected.  Moreover,  if  the 
custom  was  destroyed  by  such  separation  in  respect  of 
the  township  of  Prestwichf  it  would  be  destroyed  in  respect 
of  the  other  townships  also  and  in  respect  of  the  whole 
parish,  a  proposition  not  to  be  seriously  urged,  but  which 
would  be  fatal  to  the  Defendant's  claim. 

With  regard  to  the  objection  that  one  of  the  five  Plain- 
tiffs had  not  made  the  declaration  required  by  the  stat.  5  & 
6  WilL  4,  c,  62,  s,  9,  and  therefore  that  he  was  not  capable 
of  acting  as  churchwarden,  it  is  clear  law  that  in  that  case 
the  office  of  the  previous  churchwarden  continues;  and 
there  is  no  reason  for  saying  that  one  who  has  already  made 
the  requisite  declaration,  and  whose  office  may  be  continued 
against  his  will  because  no  valid  appointment  has  been  made 
of  a  successor,  should  make  a  new  declaration ;  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  statute  to  show  that  it  is  his  duty  to  make 
the  declaration  in  every  year  whilst  his  office  continues. 

3l2 
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1866.       I'he  case  of  Stoughton  v.  Reynolds  {a)y  which  was  cited  for 

Brbmmbe      ^®  Defendant,  is  irrelevant,  seeing  that  there  the  outgoing 

,  V.  churchwarden  was  re-elected  and  did  not  continue  in  office 

Hull. 

because  no  successor  had  been  legally  appointed ;  and  the 
swearing  which  qualified  him  for  the  office  on  his  first 
election  had  nothing  to  do  with  his  being  resworn  on  his 
re-election.  That  makes  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  Lord 
Hardwicke,  the  Chief  Justice,  clear,  because  a  mayor  wbo 
is  re-chosen  is  just  as  much  required  to  be  sworn  in  order 
to  qualify  for  the  second  year  as  he  was  for  the  first,  and 
the  case  was  within  the  analogy  pointed  out* 

If  there  is  anything  in  the  objection  that  too  many 
Plaintiffs  have  been  joined,  we  have  power  to  remedy  that; 
and  if  this  case  should  come  before  another  tribunal,  alt 
the  powers  reserved  would  be  exercised  to  meet  any  ob- 
jection in  that  respect,  or  as  regards  this  action  not  being 
brought  by  the  right  parties. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  refer- 
ence to  the  question  of  misjoinder,  I  need  only  say  that 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1860,  23  k  24 
Vict.  c.  126,  8S.  19,  20,  21,  the  Court  has  power  to  give 
judgment  in  favour  of  such  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  it  may 
think  are  entitled  to  recover. 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  of  Prestwichy  who  claim  to  have  been  appointed 
under  a  custom,  against  a  Defendant  who  professes  to  have 
acted  as  churchwarden  for  the  township  of  Presttcich,  and 
who  has  treated  the  custom  as  invalid. 

With  respect  to  the  first  matter,  that  is  one  of  (act;  and 
having  carefully  gone  through  the  evidence,  it  appears  that 
for  nearly  two  centuries  the  appointment  of  churchwardens 
for  this  parish  has  been  made  in  a  manner  different  from 
the  course  of  the  canon  or  common  law  or  common  right 
The  general  course  of  proceeding  is  precisely  described, 

(a)  2  Stra,  1045. 
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and  the  validity  of  such  a  custom  in  point  of  law  can  1866. 
scarcely  be  disputed.  With  respect  to  the  special  custom  bremnbh 
alleged  to  prevail  in  the  township  of  Prestunchf  there  has  }i^lj^ 
been  a  substantial  adherence  to  it  throughout  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  a  variation  took  place  in  1826 
rather  amount  to  a  confirmation  than  an  objection  to  its 
existence.  They  rather  show  that  the  persons  who  wished 
it  not  to  continue,  and  who  must  then  have  looked  into  it, 
discovered  their  mistake,  and  that  it  went  on  afterwards 
without  interruption  as  it  did  before ;  or  it  may  be  that  for 
that  year  the  rector  allowed  the  ratepayers  of  the  township 
to  have  their  own  way,  but  afterwards  considered  it  to  be  his 
duty  to  return  to  the  ancient  ordinary  and  continuous  course, 
which  we  must  attribute  to  a  legal  origin.  Then  what  is  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  custom  of  the  parish  in  other 
respects  ?  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  a  parish  is  an  eccle- 
siastical division ;  but  a  township  is  a  secular  division,  and 
churchwardens  are  ecclesiastical  officers,  though  laymen. 
Now  if  originally  there  had  been  no  custom,  or  assuming  it 
to  be  destroyed,  the  course  would  be  for  the  rector  and  his 
parishioners  to  agree  upon  the  appointment  of  two  church- 
wardens, or,  in  case  they  could  not  agree,  for  the  rector  to 
appoint  one  and  the  ratepayers  the  other.  But  here  we 
find  that  in  a  separate  temporal  division  of  this  parish  there 
has  been  undoubtedly  from  time  to  time  an  appointment 
of  a  separate  churchwarden  to  act  with  the  churchwardens 
of  the  other  townships;  nothing  could  be  a  stronger  or 
wider  departure  from  the  common  right  or  common  law 
than  that,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  in  that  respect  there 
has  been  a  custom  in  this  case.  In  the  other  four  hamlets 
or  townships  the  course  was  for  the  ratepayers  in  each  to 
elect  two  persons,  out  of  whom  the  rector  appointed  one ; 
but  in  the  township  of  Prestwich  there  was  an  arrange- 
ment that  the  outgoing  churchwarden  should  present 
two,  from  whom  the  rector  should  appoint  one ;  and  the 
result  beyond  question  is  a  custom  materially  altering  the 
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1866.       course  of  the  common  law  affecting  the  parish.     The 
Bremner      case  of  Catten  v.  Bartoich  (a)  is  one  in  which^  at  a  time 

Hull.  when  questions  of  this  kin(f  were  better  understood  and 
perhaps  more  litigated  than  they  are  now,  the  Court  recog* 
nized  a  custom  not  very  unlike  this  as  a  valid  custom.  It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  is  both  established  in  point 
of  fact  and  legal ;  and  Astle  v.  Thomas  (b)  shows  that 
no  difficulty  can  exist  here  in  respect  of  the  parties  to 
sue.  But  assuming  that  the  custom  in  respect  of  the  town- 
ship of  Presiwich  were  pronounced  to  be  invalid,  the 
effect  would  be  to  cause  interminable  difficulties  and  liti- 
gation, for  it  could  not  adopt  the  custom  obtaining  in  the 
case  of  the  other  townships ;  and  there  being  one  church- 
warden only,  it  could  not  revert  to  the  rule  under  the 
canon  law  or  common  right,  and  so  the  custom  would  be 
destroyed  as  to  all  the  townships. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  the  separation  of 
Whitefield  and  the  creation  of  a  new  ecclesiastical  district 
under  the  order  in  Council  had  the  effect  of  destroying  the 
custom,  I  cannot  see  any  difficulty,  because,  as  I  have  ob- 
served, a  parish  is  an  ecclesiastical,  but  a  township  is  a 
secular  division,  and  by  taking  away  the  cure  of  souls  m  a 
portion  or  district  of  a  parish,  you  do  not  alter  the  cure  of 
souls  in  the  rest  of  the  parish ;  the  rector  of  the  parish  is 
just  as  much  parson  as  he  was  before,  and  the  rights, 
powers  and  duties  of  the  other  ecclesiastical  officers  are 
the  same  as  before.  Comparing  small  things  with  great, 
such  separation  no  more  amounts  to  a  destruction  of  the 
custom  of  the  parish  than  driving  a  canal  through  the 
waste  of  a  manor  destroys  the  customary  rights  of  the 
commoners  in  respect  of  the  rest  of  the  waste. 

Kbatimo,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Two  questions 
substantially  are  submitted  to  us  :  1st,  whether  the  custom 
relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiff  is  proved ;  and  2ndly,  whether, 

(a)  1  Strange,  145.  (b)  2B.^C.  271. 
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if  so,  it  was  invalidated  by  the  separation  of  Whitefield  from        1866. 
the  rest  of  the  parish.     It  appears  to  me  to  be  proved  in     Bremner 
fact,  and  that  the  eviderrce  is  all  one  way.   As  to  the  second        hull. 
question,  the  position  assumed  by  the  Defendant  is  almost 
suicidal,  because  he  himself  claims   under  a  custom,  the 
validity  of  which  would  be  equally  disproved  by  the  removal 
of  Whitefield ;  but  for  the  reasons  already  pointed  out  by 
my  Lord  and  my  Brother  Willes,  I  am  of  opinion  that  that 
removal  did  not  invalidate  the  custom  proved  to  have  ex- 
sted  from  time  immemorial  in  the  township  of  Prestwich. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  the  main 
point  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  that  the  custom  of 
choosing  and  appointing  churchwardens  set  up  by  the 
Plaintiffs  was  proved.  The  evidence  in  favour  of  their 
contention  is  very  uniform  and  strong,  and,  in  my  opinion, 
its  effect  is  not  shaken  by  the  few  variations  in  the  entries. 
In  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Smith  (a), 
it  was  held  that  variations  in  old  entries  of  receivers'  ac- 
counts, as  to  the  description  of  a  customary  payment  extend- 
ing over  three  centuries  and  uniform  in  amount,  were  no 
objection  to  the  validity  of  the  claim ;  and  that  it  might  be 
supported  either  as  a  manorial  custom  or  toll  traverse. 
Moreover,  I  think  that  the  separation  of  Whitefield  did  not 
destroy  the  powers  of  the  churchwardens  for  the  five  re- 
maining townships.  They  are  rather  an  aggregate  of  indi- 
viduals than  a  corporation.  The  other  points  are  more 
matters  of  form  than  of  substance,  and  in  respect  to  them 
I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiffs  accordingly. 

(a)  4  Ejch.  450. 
BND  OF  TRINITY  TERM. 
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EXCHEQrEE  CHAMBEB. 


Fridajft 
June  15. 


Sale  qf  goodt 
on  board  pat' 
tieular  »h^. 
Delivery  **ex 
quay J* 

Condition  pre' 
cedent. 


Neill  and  Others  v.  Whitworth. 

The  Plaintiffs  bought  of  Defendant  500  bales  of  cotton,  gruaranteed  OeUiUr 
shipment,  to  arrive  in  Liverpool  per  ship  or  ships  from  Calcutta,  The 
cotton  to  be  taken  from  the  quay :  customary  allowance  of  tare  and  draft, 
and  the  invoice  to  be  dated  from  date  of  delivery  of  last  bale ;  to  be  is 
merchantable  condition,  and  the  damaged,  if  any,  to  be  rejected  if  il 
could  not  be  made  merchantable.  The  ship  Talatfcra  was  dcclariHl  by 
Defendants,  and  on  her  arrival  the  cotton  was  landed  on  the  quay,  bat, 
before  giving  the  Plaintiffs  the  delivery  order,  it  was  removed  and 
warehoused.  The  Plaintiffs  then  refused  to  accept.  Held.  atBrming 
the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas,  that  the  clause  stating  that  de- 
livery was  to  be  "ex  quay"  was  a  stipulation  introduced  for  the 
benefit  of  the  vendors,  and  not  a  condition  precedent  on  which  the 
vendees  could  rely. 

r  I  iHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  CouK 
-^  of  Common  Pleas  in  making  absolute  a  rule  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 

The  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported  18  C 
B.,  N.  S.  436. 

It  is  sufficient  to  state  here  that  the  action  was  by 
purchasers  of  certain  bales  of  cotton,  to  arrive  by  a  par- 
ticular ship,  against  the  vendor,  for  breach  of  contract  in 
not  delivering  the  cotton  as  agreed ;  the  part  of  the  agree- 
ment relied  on  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  construction  of 
which  was  the  point  in  dispute,  being  the  clause:  ''The 
cotton  to  be  taken  from  the  quay."  The  ship  arrived  in  due 
course,  but  no  delivery  order  was  given  or  tendered  until 
the  goods  had  been  removed  from  the  quay  and  ware- 
housed. On  this  being  discovered,  the  Plaintiffs  refused  to 
accept  them. 


Mellish  ( C.  Russell  with  him)  for  the  Plaintiffs. — ^The 
question  is  what  is  the  true  construction  of  that  part  of 
the  contract  which  states  that  the  goods  are  '^  to  be  taken 
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from  the  quay?*'     It  is  that  the  parties  thereby  appoint  a        1866. 

time  and  place  for  the  delivery,  and  if  the  vendor  should        ^^i^ 

not  be  then  and  there  ready  to  deliver,  a  breach  of  contract  ^      ^* 

...  •'  '  Whitwortb. 

would  arise,  justifying  the  purchaser  in  refusing  to  accept  the 
goods.  The  Court  below  held,  that  it  was  not  a  stipulation 
to  deliver  at  a  particular  time  and  place,  but  a  stipula- 
tion in  favour  of  the  vendor  to  save  him  the  expense  of 
warehousing,  and  that  there  was  no  corresponding  right  in 
favour  of  the  vendee,  who  must  therefore  consent  to  a 
delivery  from  the  warehouse.  But  this  is  not  the  true 
construction  of  a  mercantile  contract ;  the  provision  ought 
to  have  been  held  applicable  to  both  parties.  The  question 
is  can  a  vendor,  who  agrees  to  sell  cotton  by  a  particular 
ship,  ex  quay,  deliver  it  from  a  warehouse?  [Pollock, 
C.  B.  Is  not  the  question — for  whose  benefit  the  words  are 
introduced  into  the  contract?  Mellor,J,  The  words  are 
"  taken  ex  quay,"  not  "  delivered."]  That  makes  no  dif- 
ference, the  one  term  implies  the  other.  [Pollock,  C.  B. 
"  To  be  delivered  "  shows  a  duty  cast  on  the  vendor ;  **  to 
be  taken"  shows  a  duty  cast  on  the  vendee.]  Unless  the 
Plaintiffs'  contention  is  right,  this  contract  fixes  no  time 
or  place  for  delivery,  and  then  resort  must  be  had  to  the 
question  of  reasonableness  with  all  its  vagueness ;  but  if 
there  are  words  showing  a  specific  time  and  place,  the 
words  are  material  and  ought  to  be  followed.  No  doubt 
the  provisions  that  the  goods  shall  be  merchantable,  or 
that  they  will  be  rejected  unless  made  so,  imply  that  the 
vendor  shall  have  time  to  make  them  merchantable. 

Holker  {Brett  with  him)  for  the  Defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  We  are  all  (a)  of  opinion  that,  for  the 
reasons  assigned  in  the  Court  below,  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  PoUock,  C.  B.,  Chaunell  and  Pigolt,  BB.,  Blacklmm,  Mellor, 
aod  Shee,  JJ. 
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Saturday, 
June  16. 


Principal 
and  agent* 
Employment 
<f  builder  by 
archiieei, 
LiabiUty  rf 
irchltecVt 
jAtiyit  to 
builder* 


Scrivener  and  Another  v.  Pask. 

The  Defendant  employed  an  architect  to  prepare  plans  for  a  villa,  and  to 
procure  a  builder  to  erect  it ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  the  buUdersso 
engaged.  An  arrangement  between  these  three  parties  was  then 
entered  into,  and  the  Plaintiffs,  before  signing  it,  received  from  the 
architect  a  bill  of  quantities.  These  having  proved  incorrect  while 
the  building  was  in  progress,  the  Plaintiffs  sougnt  to  recover  from  the 
Defendant  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  the  building  on  its  completion. 
Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas,  that  there  was  no 
such  evidence  of  agency  as  rendered  the  Defendant  liable  for  the 
mistake  of  the  architect. 

rilHIS  was  an  appeal  against  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
-■-  Common  Pleas  in  refusing  a  rule  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  PlaiutiflTsy  who  had  been  nonsuited. 

The  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  are  reported  18  C. 
B.,  N.  S.  786. 


Denman  (Prentice  with  him)  for  the  Plaintiffs.— The 
architect  PdicCy  having  been  employed  by  the  Defendant 
to  give  him  plans  for  his  villa,  and  also  to  procure  a 
builder,  the  Plaintiffs,  on  their  engagement  by  the  archi- 
tect, were  entitled  to  look  to  the  Defendant  as  the  prin- 
cipal, and  to  Paice  as  his  agent  merely.  Consequently 
the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  make  their  claims  against 
the  Defendant  for  the  work  actually  done.  {^Blackbum^  J. 
You  say  that  in  consequence  of  the  '' quantities"  being 
wrongly  taken  you  have  charged  155/.  too  little?]  The 
Plaintiffs  would  rather  rely  on  the  money  counts;  the 
Defendant  rests  his  case  on  the  contract,  but  that  he 
cannot  do  without  shewing  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  contract  was  entered  into.  In  determining  the 
question  of  agency  the  material  point  is  not — who  pays  ? 
but  who  employs?  [Blackburn,  J.  To  establish  your 
case  you  must  make  out — that  Paice  was  acting  as  the 
Defendant's  agent ;    that  Paice  was  guilty  of  fraud,  and 
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that  the  Defendant  was  aware  of  it ;  but  there  is  no  evi-  1866. 

dence  of  any  one  of  these  things.]     There  is  no  evidence  of  ScRiTBMsa 

fraud,  but  there  is  evidence  of  a  gross  blunder.    \_Jifellarj  J.  p^gK. 
Your  remedy  appears  to  be  against  the  architect.] 


'.  Chambers  {Clare  with  him)  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (a). 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)    Pollock,    C.  B.,    Channell   and    PigoU,   BB.,    Blackburn    and 
Mellor,  JJ. 
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Thurtdayf 
June  21. 

CuMtoms 

Amendment 
Act,  1859, 
22  ^  23  Viet, 
e.  87»  U.6,  8. 
•*  Importer." 
Ooodt  t^fone 
denomination 
concealed  in 
goods  rf 
another* 


BuDENB£R6,  Appellant  v.  Roberts,  Respondent. 

Where  in  pursuance  of  an  understanding  with  a  person  in  England,  a  foreijpi 
correspondent  sends  him  goods  of  one  denomination  concealed  id 
packages  of  another  denomination,  in  violation  of  the  Customs  Amend- 
ment Act,  1859,  22  &  28  Viet.  c.  S7»  the  person  to  whom  the  goods  are 
sent  is  a  person  causing  them  to  be  imported  within  sect.  6  of  that 
statute ;  but  he  is  not  an  '*  importer  '*  within  the  definition  in  sect.  8. 

rilHIS  was  a  case  stated  by  T.  S,  Raffles,  a  stipendiary 
-■-     magistrate  for  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  under  stat. 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  for  the  borough  of  Liverpool, 
an  information  preferred  by  John  Roberts,  an  officer  of 
Customsi  under  the  direction  of  the  Commissioners  of  Cus- 
toms (hereinafter  called  the  Respondent),  against  Arnold 
Budenberg  (hereinafter  called  the  Appellant),  charging  that 
the  Appellant  did,  on  the  2l8t  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1865,  cause  to  be  imported  into  tlie 
port  of  Liverpool,  being  a  port  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
to  wit,  at  Liverpool,  in  the  borough  of  Liverpool  aforesaid, 
certain  goods  of  one  denomination,  to  wit,  eight  kegs  con- 
taining seven  hundred  weight  of  gunpowder,  the  said  gun- 
powder being  then  and  there  concealed  in  certain  packages 
of  goods  of  another  denomination,  to  wit,  in  eight  casks 
containing  about  eighteen  hundred  weight  of  china  clay, 
contrary  to  the  sixth  section  of ''  The  Customs  Amendment 
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Act,  1869,"  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  37;  whereby  the  said  Arnold       1866. 
Budenberg  had  forfeited  the  penalty  of  100/.,  for  which  the    Budbnbbro 
Commissioners  of  Customs  had  elected  to  sue,  was  heard      Roberts. 
and  determined  by  the  magistrate,  and  upon  such  hearing 
the  Appellant  was  duly  convicted  of  the  said  offence,  and 
adjudged  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  100/.  to  be  paid  and 
applied  according  to  law,  and  also  to  pay  the  sum  of  8/.  5«., 
being  the  amount  of  costs  awarded  to  her  Majesty  in  that 
behalf;  and  if  the  said  several  sums  were  not  paid  forth- 
with, to  be  imprisoned  in  the  gaol  at  Walton^  in  the  said 
county,  until  the  said  several  sums  should  be  paid,  &c., 
subject  to  the  following  case : — 

On  or  about  the  15th  day  of  December ^  1865,  one  A. 
Ehrenberg  shipped  at  Antwerp^  on  board  the  Neva  steamer 
for  Liverpool,  eight  casks  which  he  represented  as  con- 
taining china  clay.  He  consigned  them  to  Messrs. 
Dunkerley  &  Steinmann  of  Liverpool,  the  agents  for  the 
Neva,  and  took  from  the  captain  of  the  vessel  a  bill  of 
lading  in  the  ordinary  form,  undertaking  to  deliver  the 
casks  to  Messrs.  Dunkerley  Sc  Steinmann  or  their  order, 
and  by  a  letter  dated  Antwerp,  15th  December,  1865,  he 
wrote  to  them  with  the  bill  of  lading,  and  stated  that  the 
casks  were  for  account  of  Messrs.  Schaffer  k  Budenberg, 
whose  directions  they  would  have  to  follow.  In  each  of 
five  of  the  casks  of  clay  so  shipped  by  Ehrenberg  was  con- 
cealed a  keg  of  gunpowder  of  one  hundred  pounds  weight, 
and  in  each  of  the  other  three  casks  of  clay  was  also  con- 
cealed a  keg  of  gunpowder  of  fifty  pounds  in  weight.  On 
the  17th  December  Dunkerley  Sc  Steinmann  received  from 
Messrs.  Schaffer  k  Budenberg  the  following  letter : — 

''Manchester,  16th  December,  1865. 
"  96,  George  Street. 

"  Messrs.  Dunkerley  k  Steinmann,  Liverpool. 

"  Gentlemen — We  have  been  informed  that  Mr.  Ehren- 
berg will  forward  to  your  address  and  for  our  disposal  by 
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1866.  the  steamer  Neoa^  leaving  Antwerp  for  Liverpool  on  Man- 

BuDKNBBRo  dot/  the  IStfa  inst,  eight  barrels  of  china  clay,  namdyi 
Robert..  ^-  ^o.  1,  gross  weight  196  kilogr. 
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''  Please  store  the  above,  informing  us  of  their  safe 
arrival,  and  we  shall  instruct  you  how  to  forward  the  same 
to  different  places. 

"  We  remain,  gentlemen, 

"  Yours  respectfully, 

«  Schaffer  k  Budenberg:' 

On  Sunday  the  17th  December ^  1866,  £krenberg,  who 
was  then  in  London^  saw  Budenberg  and  informed  him  of 
the  shipment  to  Messrs.  Dunherley  k  8teinmanno(ihe  eight 
casks  and  that  the  clay  contained  the  kegs  of  gunpowder. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  prior  to  the  17th  December^ 
Budenberg  had  any  knowledge  of  the  shipment  of  the  day, 
or  of  the  fact  of  its  containing  the  kegs  of  gunpowder. 
The  Neva  arrived  in  Liverpool  on  or  about  the  21st 
December y  1865,  and  forthwith  discharged  her  cargo.  On 
the  19th  December y  1865,  Budenberg  went  to  Liverpool  and 
there  saw  Messrs.  Dunkerleg  k  Steinmann^  to  whom  the 
casks  of  clay  had  been  consigned.  He  then  informed  them 
of  the  fact  that  there  was  gunpowder  contained  in  the  clay, 
and  requested  them  to  take  steps  to  get  the  casks  passed 
through  the  Customs  House.  Messrs.  Dunherley  k  Stein- 
mann  immediately  took  the  usual  steps  for  that  purpose  at 
the  Customs  House,  and  their  clerk  requested  the  examin- 
ing oflScer  to  pass  them  without  examination;  but  on 
his  refusal  to  do  so,  and  directing  a  sub-officer  to  bore 
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the  casks,  the  clerk  informed  the  CuBtoms  officer  that  1866. 
there  was  p;uDpowder  contained  in  the  clay.  On  receiv-  budbnbero 
ing  this  information  the  Customs  House  authorities  caused 
the  clay  and  the  powder  contained  in  it  to  be  seized,  and 
it  has  ever  since  been  retained  by  the  Customs  House 
authorities,  and  they  ultimately  caused  the  information 
above  set  forth  to  be  laid  against  Budenberg^  his  partner 
Schaffer  residing  abroad. 

It  further  appeared  that  neither  china  clay  nor  gun- 
powder are  subject  to  any  duty  on  importation. 

The  magistrate  considered  it  proved  that  goods  of  one 
denomination  concealed  in  goods  of  another  denomination 
had  been  imported ;  and  having  regard  to  the  meaning  of 
the  word  '^  importer/'  as  defined  by  the  eighth  section  of 
"The  Customs  Amendment  Act,  1869,"  22  k  23  Vict.  c. 
37,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  Budenberg  was  the  importer 
thereof;  and  also  considered  that  the  same  definition  must 
be  applied  to  the  term,  "  If  any  |>erson  shall  cause  to  be 
imported,"  used  in  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  (a). 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether, 

(a)  Stat.  22  &  23  VicU  c.  37,  s.  6,  enacU :— <'  If  any  per»on  shall 
cause  to  be  imported  goods  of  one  denomination  concealed  in  packages  of 
goods  of  any  other  denomination,  or  shall  directly  or  indirectly  cause  to 
be  imported  or  entered  any  package  of  goods  as  of  one  denomination, 
but  which  shall  afterwards  be  discovered,  either  before  or  after  delivery 
thereof,  to  contain  other  goods  subject  to  a  higher  rate  or  amount  of 
duty  than  those  of  the  denomination  by  which  such  package  was  entered, 
such  package  and  all  goods  contained  therein  shall  be  forfeited,  and  every 
person  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  such  oflTence  a  penalty  of  one 
hundred  pounds,  or  treble  the  value  of  the  goods  contained  in  such 
package  at  the  option  of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs.*' 

Sect.  8.  "  For  the  removal  of  doubts  as  to  the  meaning  and  applica- 
tion of  the  word  'importer,'  as  used  in  the  Customs  Acts,  the  word 
'  importer '  in  any  act  relating  to  the  Customs  is  hereby  declared  to  apply 
to  and  include  any  owner  or  other  person  for  the  time  being  possessed  of 
or  beneficially  interested  in  any  goods  imported  into  the  United  Kingdom, 
from  the  time  of  the  importation  thereof  until  they  shall,  on  payment  of 
the  duties  thereon  or  otherwise,  be  duly  delivered  or  discharged  from  the 
custody  or  control  of  the  Customs." 
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1866.       under  the  circumstaDces,  that  decision  was  right  in  point 

BUDENBBRO       ^^  **^* 

••  Holker  for  the  Appellant — ^This  conviction  was  wrong. 

1st.  Here  was  no  importation  of  ''goods  of  one  de- 
nomination concealed  in  packages  of  goods  of  any  other 
denomination/'  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  22  &  23  Vid. 
c,  37y  «.  6.  It  is  conceded  that  a  fraud  upon  the  owners 
of  the  steamer  was  perpetrated;  but  the  object  of  this 
statute  is  to  prevent  frauds  upon  the  Customs,  and  *'  goods 
of  one  denomination"  mean  goods  subject  to  a  higher  duty 
than  the  goods  in  which  they  are  concealed. 

The  words  ''other  goods  subject  to  a  higher  rate  or 
amount  of  duty  than  those  of  the  denomination  by  which 
such  package  was  entered/'  following  afterwards  in  the 
same  section,  show  that  this  is  the  true  construction ;  but 
neither  china  clay,  nor  gunpowder  is  subject  to  any  duty, 
and  the  Customs  were  in  no  way  injured.  It  cannot  be 
contended  that  the  penalty  under  this  section  would  be 
incurred  by  the  importation  of  sugar  mixed  with  sand, 
or  cotton  packed  with  cannon  balls  to  increase  the 
weight. 

2nd.  The  magistrate  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the  Ap- 
pellant caused  these  goods  to  be  imported.  In  order  to 
bring  a  party  within  the  6th  section,  as  a  person  causing 
prohibited  goods  to  be  imported,  it  must  appear  that  he 
knew  of  the  concealment  at  the  time  when  it  was  effected; 
but  here,  although  the  goods  were  shipped  on  the  15th 
December,  it  was  not  till  the  1 7th  that  Ehrenberg  informed 
the  Appellant  that  the  clay  contained  gunpowder;  and  there 
is  no  evidence  of  any  previous  knowledge  on  his  part.  The 
magistrate  does  not  find  simply  that  the  Appellant  was  the 
importer,  but  that  having  regard  to  the  definition  of  "  im- 
porter" in  the  8th  section,  he  came  to  that  conclusion ;  and 
considered  that  the  same  definition  applied  to  the  person 
meant  in  the  phrase,  "  if  any  person  shall  cause  to  be  im- 
ported."    But,  if  so,  the  terms  of  the  definition  "  any  owner 
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or  other  person  for  the  time  being  possessed  of  or  benefici-        1866. 
ally  interested  in  any  goods  imported  into  the  United  King-    Budenbero 
dom"  would   subject  the   most  innocent  persons  to  this     Roberts. 
penalty.    Messrs.  Dunkerley  &  Steinmann  for  instance^  who 
were  merely  consignees  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  would 
be  liable.    That  could  not  have  been  intended.     [He  re- 
ferred to  the  Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1853  (16  &  17 
Vict.  c.  107),  8.  65.] 

Locke  {T.  Jones  with  him)  for  the  Respondent. — 1st  The 
conviction  was  right.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  goods 
concealed  should  be  subject  to  duty.  [£r/^,  C.  J.  If  I 
understand  the  aipiment  it  is  that  the  first  branch  of  the 
6th  section,  relating  to  the  passing  off  and  concealment  of 
goods  of  one  denomination  in  packages  of  goods  of  another 
denomination,  has  no  application  unless  the  goods  of  such 
other  denomination  are  subject  to  a  higher  duty;  but  I 
consider  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  forbid 
the  packing  and  covering  up  of  imported  articles  of  one 
description  in  articles  of  another  description.  There  are 
many  reasons  for  requiring  an  account  to  be  kept  of  com- 
modities imported  into  the  kingdom.  The  second  branch 
of  the  section,  relating  to  packages  of  goods  subject  to  a 
lower  rate  than  the  goods  discovered  to  be  packed  in  them, 
applies  to  a  distinct  offence.] 

2nd.  It  is  obvious  that  the  consignees  were  mere  agents 
of  the  Appellant;  and  there  is  abundant  evidence  that  he 
was  the  importer  and  directed  these  goods  to  be  sent  to 
him  without  any  reference  to  the  definition  contained  in  the 
8th  section.  There  is  the  letter  of  the  Appellant  and  his 
partner  of  December  16th  recognizing  the  shipment  by 
Mhrenherg.  On  the  17th  Ehrenberg  tells  the  Appellant  of 
the  fraud,  and  on  the  19th  the  Appellant  informs  the  con- 
signees of  the  fact  and  requests  them  to  get  the  casks 
passed  through  the  Custom  House.  Therefore,  even  if 
the  magistrate  was  wrong  in  his  view  of  the  application  of 

VOL.  I.— c.  P.  3  M 
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1866.       the  definition  of  "importer"  in  tb 


BtTDBWBEBo    ^^^  enoDgli  in  the  case  to  juBtify  a  c 

Solker  in  reply. — ^Tfae  question  m 
regard  to  the  8th  section  of  the  A 
an  importer  in  point  of  law ;  upon 
magistrate  was  not  satisfied  that  he 

Erlb,  C.  J.  The  statement  of 
relating  to  this  statute  at  the  end  of 
concurrence;  and  the  hulk  of  Mr.  1 
as  to  that  If  I  uoderstand  the  lean 
he  has  in  effect  stated  that  an  impt 
definition  of  the  8th  section  is  a  pei 
imported  within  the  meaning  of  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word  a  person 
ported,"  if  he  sends  an  order  to  a  ( 
goods  ere  sent ;  but  I  think  an  imp< 
definition  of  the  SHi  section  may  noi 
scription.  They  are  statutable  impo 
been  an  importation  of  goods  into  < 
customs  are  not  paid  upon  them,  ant 
in  a  third  person,  that  third  person 
within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  sectio 
person  who  caused  them  to  be  impo 
ing  of  the  6th ;  otherwise  a  person 
and  the  goods  might  be  in  the  CusI 
duty  was  paid,  and  I  might  buy  then 
might  he  a  concealment,  such  as  t 
goods  within  another;  and  if  1  bou| 
centiy,  the  words  of  this  conviction  ' 
to  a  penalty  of  100/.  and  the  forfeiture 
I  was  the  importer  of  those  goods, 
the  meaning  of  the  words  of  sect.  6 
the  goods  to  be  imported.  The  tw£ 
ferent  bearing. 
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But  a  finding  that  the  party  '' caused  to  be  imported"  is       1866. 
abundant  to  convict  under  the  6th  section ;  and  the  obser-    Budenbero 
vation  made  by  the  learned  magistrate,  that  the  definition     Roberts. 
of  ''  importer"  in  sect  8,  applies  to  the  person  who  causes 
goods  to  be  imported,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  assist  our 
judgment  or  to  be  relevant  to  it     I  therefore  propose  to 
send  the  case  back  again  to  the  magistrate — not  to  re-state 
the  facts,  for  he  has  examined  them,  and  has  all  the  evi- 
dence before  him — but,  after  considering  what  I  have  said  as 
to  the  difierence  between  the  man  who  causes  goods  to  be 
imported  and  persons  who  are  included  in  the  definition  of 
the  word  **  importer"  in  the  8th  section,  to  see  whether  he 
draws  the  inference  that  Budenherg  caused  these  goods  to 
be  imported,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  did,  either  if  he 
sent  an  order  to  Ehrenberg^  and  in  pursuance  of  the  order 
£%re7i&^^  sent  them ;  or  if  there  had  been  a  communication 
between  Ehrenberg  and  Eudenberg,  and  both  of  them  had 
co-operated  with  mutual  knowledge  that  gunpowder  was  to 
be  sent  into  England  inclosed  in  casks  of  clay ;  or  if  there 
had   been   a  communication  between   them   such   as: — 
^*  Whenever  there  is  a  convenient  season  let  some  gun- 
powder be  sent  in  a  certain  number  of  casks."    If  there  was 
anything  of  an  understanding   between   Ehrenberg  and 
Budenberg,  in   pursuance  of   which   Ehrenberg  sent   to 
Budenberg^  that  was  abundant  evidence  from  which  the 
magistrate  might  have  drawn  the  conclusion  that  Buden- 
herg caused  to  be  imported.     I  do  not  know  whether  or 
not  he  meant  to  negative  that  knowledge.     It  appears  to 
me  that  the  whole  transaction  has  upon  the  face  of  it  great 
signs  of  known  illegality,  and  the  sending  of  an  article  from 
a  foreign  correspondent  to  a  correspondent  in  England, 
in  known  violation  of  the  customs  law,  is  very  good  evi- 
dence that  those  parties  were  acting  with  an  understanding. 
All  we  do  is  to  send  the  case  back,  in  order  that  the  magis- 
trate may  state  whether,  having  in  view  the  few  observations 
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1866.        I  have  thought  right  to  offer,  he  means  to  convey  that 
BuDENBBRo    Budcnberg  caused  these  goods  to  be  imported. 


9^ 

Roberts. 


Smith,  J.  (the  only  other  judge  present).  I  understand 
that  the  magistrate  has  asked  us  whether  he  was  right  in 
point  of  law  in  considering  that  the  words ''  cause  to  be  im- 
ported" in  the  6th  section  are  to  be  interpreted  in  the  same 
way  as  the  word  ''  imported"  is  to  be  interpreted  by  force 
of  section  8.  I  think  not,  and  that  the  words  ''cause  to  be 
imported"  in  the  6th  section  are  to  be  read  in  their  fair  and 
ordinary  sense,  and  not  in  the  constructive  sense  that  is 
given  to  the  word  ''importer"  in  the  8th  section.  I 
therefore  agree  with  my  Lord  in  thinking  that  in  point  of 
law  the  magistrate  was  wrong  in  the  construction  of  the 
Act,  and  I  concur  in  thinking  that  the  case  should  be  seat 
back  to  be  re-stated :  not  for  the  magistrate  to  take  fresh 
evidence  and  form  any  opinion  other  than  that  which  the 
evidence  warranted  him  in  forming  when  he  heard  the  case; 
but  for  him  to  state  as  a  fact  whether,  with  reference  to  the 
words  "  cause  to  be  imported,"  in  the  6th  section,  he  is  or 
is  not  satisfied  that  the  Defendant  did  cause  these  goods 
to  be  imported. 

It  was  then  ordered  that  the  case  should 
be  sent  back  to  the  magistrate  for  him  to 
state,  without  hearing  fresh  evidence,  whe- 
ther at  the  time  of  the  conviction  he  was 
satisfied  that  Budenherg  caused  these  goods 
to  be  imported. 


L 
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1866. 


The  London  and  South-Western  Railway  Com- 
pany, Appellants  v.  Reeves,  Respondent.  ^w'2if' 


1.  a  railway  company,  agent,  or  carrier,  employed  by  a  contractor  for  com-  Turnpike  toU, 

niisaanat  to  carry  forage  for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces,  is  within   Waggont  hired 
the  exemption  from  turnpike  toll  enacted  by  stat.  3  Oeo,  4,  e,  126,  $,912.  and  employed 

2.  T.9tCo.  having  entered  into  a  contract  for  commissariat,  in  which  powers  6y  contractor 

were  resenred  to  inspect  and  reject  supplies,  in  pursuance  of  their  con-  in  conveying 
tract,  sent  some  hay  to  the  commissariat  stores  at  Jlderthot,  and  the  stores  for  the 
Appellants,  whom  T.  &  Co.  employed  to  carry  and  deliver  it,  were  use  qfher 
charged  a  turnpike  toll  for  a  waggon  drawn  by  two  horses  used  by  Majesty's 
them  for  that  purpose.     Held,  that  the  stores  being  for  the  use  of  her  forces, 
Migesty's  forces,  under  3  Oeo,  4,  e.  126,  s,  82,  the  charge  was  illegal.       ExemptUm  rf%  ■ 
Contractor's 

rilHIS  was  a  case  stated  under  stat  20  &  21  VicL  c.  43,  agent, 
-*-     by  justices  acting  for  the  division  of  Odiham,  in  the       '••*^^ 
county  of  Southampton, 

An  information  was  laid  under  stat.  3  Oeo,  4,  c.  ]26, 
charging  that  the  Respondent  had  demanded  and  taken 
from  the  Appellants  at  a  toll  gate  called  the  Farnhorough 
Gate  on  a  turnpike  road  there  situate  in  the  county  of 
Hants,  and  called  the  Famham  and  Winchester  Tumpihe 
Trust,  the  sum  of  6^.  as  and  for  toll  payable  at  the  toll 
gate  under  the  Act  in  respect  of  a  waggon  drawn  by  two 
horses  and  containing  hay,  the  waggon  and  horses  being 
then  exempt  from  toll  as  being  a  waggon  or  other  carriage 
and  horses  drawing  the  same  employed  in  conveying  com- 
missariat for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces  within  the 
meaning  of  the  32nd  section  of  the  Act,  such  exemption 
being  then  claimed  by  the  Appellants. 

At  the  hearing  it  was  proved  that  the  hay  being  con- 
veyed in  the  waggon  was  on  the  6th  of  February,  1866, 
delivered  by  Messrs.  Toomer  to  the  Appellants  to  be  con- 
veyed by  them  to  the  commissariat  stores  at  Aldershot,  in 
the  said  county.  It  was  sent  by  Messrs.  Toomer  for  the  use 
of  her  Majesty's  forces  there  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  for 
commissariat  supplies  made  on  the  17th  of  January,  1866, 
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1866.       between  them  and   her   Majesty's   Deputy  Commissary 

London  and   General  to   supply  hay  and   other  forage   at   Alderskot 

s.-w.  Rail-    eamp  and  command,  in  such  quantities,  at  such  times  and 

V-  at  such  barracks  or  camps  as  might  be  required,  within 

the  command,  by  the  proper  oflScers,  as  specified  in  certain 

conditions  thereto  annexed,  among  which  were  the  foUow- 

mg:— 

2.  The  contractor  shall  deliver  the  forage  at  his  own 
expense,  at  such  periods  and  in  such  quantities  as  may  be 
required,  into  the  stores  or  on  the  ground  at  Alderskot  or  at 
Woolmer  Forest,  or  wherever  horses  may  be  quartered  or 
picketed  within  the  command,  as  may  be  directed  by  the 
officers  appointed  for  that  duty. 

4.  The  officer  commanding  may,  on  application  from 
officers  commanding  regiments  or  corps,  for  their  respective 
services  or  whenever  he  may  deem  fit,  appoint  a  brigade  or 
additional  board  to  inspect  the  supplies,  and  if  the  board 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  of  the  quality  speciBed 
in  the  conditions  they  shall  be  rejected,  and  the  officer  of 
the  commissariat  may  without  further  appeal  purchase 
such  supplies  as  may  be  required  to  replace  those  rejected, 
as  provided  in  clause  No.  3. 

16.  A  stock  of  oats,  hay  and  straw  sufficient  for  at 
least  fourteen  days'  consumption  for  the  number  of  horses 
actually  in  the  camp  and  command  shall  be  kept  by  the 
contractor.  This  stock  shall  be  inspected  and  approved  by 
the  Deputy  Commissary  General  or  other  officers  acting 
for  him,  and  the  issues  to  the  troops  shall  be  made  from 
such  supply  in  the  order  in  which  the  same  may  have  been 
inspected  and  approved.  The  Deputy  Commissary  General, 
or  other  officer  acting  for  him,  shall  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  reject  any  article  offered  which  may  appear  to 
be  of  inferior  quality,  and  in  case  of  a  proper  supply  of  the 
respective  articles  not  being  immediately  provided  in  lieu 
of  those  so  rejected,  or  whensoever  the  stock  of  forage  shall 
be  less  than  the  fourteen  days'  supply  prescribed,  the 
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Deputy  Commissary  General^  or  other  officer  acting  for        1866. 
him,  shall  have  full  power  to  purchase  such  quantities  as   London  and 
may  be  thus  rejected  or  deficient,  as  provided  in  clause  3.    ^^  company 

The  hay  w|is  being  conveyed  in  pursuance  and  according  «• 

to  the  terms  of  the  contract  for  delivery  on  behalf  of  the 
contractors  in  terms  of  the  provision  in  section  2.  In 
order  to  take  the  hay  to  the  commissariat  stores  it  was  con- 
venient and  necessary  for  the  waggon  and  horses  to  pass 
through  the  toll  gate.  On  the  waggon  and  horses  arriving 
at  the  toil  gate  the  Respondent  demanded  and  took  from 
the  Appellants  the  sum  of  6d.  as  and  for  toll  in  respect  of 
the  waggon  and  horses,  and  refused  to  allow  them  to  pass 
through  the  toll  gate  except  on  payment  of  such  sum  of  6d., 
although  the  Appellants  then  claimed  exemption  on  the 
ground  that  the  hay,  being  for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's 
forces,  the  waggon  and  horses  were  exempt  from  such  toll. 
The  Respondent  was  a  person  duly  authorized  to  demand 
and  take  such  toll  as  is  legally  payable  at  the  toll  gate,  and 
the  amount  of  the  sum  so  demanded  and  taken  would  be 
the  amount  of  toll  legally  payable  for  the  waggon  and 
borsesy  if  any  were  payable. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  that  no 
toll  was  payable,  inasmuch  as  the  waggon  and  horses  were 
within  the  exemptions  from  toll  mentioned  in  stat.  3  Geo,  4, 
c.  126,  s,  32,  and  were  a  waggon  or  other  carriage  and 
horses  drawing  the  same  conveying  commissariat  or 
othw  public  stores  for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces. 
The  Respondent  contended  that  the  waggon  and  horses 
were  not  within  the  exemption. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  waggon  and 
horses  were  not  within  the  exemption,  and  the  question  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether  their  decision  was 
right. 

C.  Wood  {Mangles  with  him)  for  the  Appellants. — The 
waggon  and  horses  were  exempt  from  toll.     Before  the 
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1866.       justices  it  was  contended,  that  the  power  reserred  under 
London  and    the  4th  clause  of  the  contract  to  reject  supplies  prevented 
^:7do^'^;r  Ais  forage  from  necessarily  belonging  to  her  Majesty;  but 
^'  this  is. not  amongst  the  Respondent's  points  for  argument, 

and  the  objection  now  taken  is  that  the  exemption  does  not 
apply  to  carriers  for  hire,  but  is  limited  to  the  contractor  re- 
moving from  his  own  store  to  the  depot.  If,  however,  the 
carrier  had  to  pay  the  toll  the  effect  would  only  be  to  make 
her  Majesty  indirectly  pay  it,  as  it  would  be  charged  in  the 
price  of  the  carriage,  and  to  cast  the  burden  upon  her 
Majesty  is  contrary  both  to  the  statute  relied  on  and  to  the 
common  law.  The  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  make  all  stores 
for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces  by  whomsoever  conveyed, 
toll  free,  and  this  case  is  within  its  precise  words.  [He  was 
then  stopped.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Respondent. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
justices  was  wrong.  It  is  clear  that  stores  sent  by  a  con- 
veyance for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  troops  are  exempt 
from  toll,  and  these  were  in  process  of  being  delivered  by 
the  contractor  for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  troops.  As 
no  one  appears  for  the  Respondent,  it  appears  that  it 
cannot  be,  and  it  is  not  said  that  thev  were  not  so.  What 
the  Respondent  says  is,  that  if  a  contractor  employs  an 
agent  or  carrier  to  carry  the  stores  for  him,  the  exemptioD 
does  not  apply  to  the  agent;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  be 
may  employ  whom  he  thinks  proper;  and  that  accord- 
ing to  the  maxim  ''  qui  facit  per  alium  facit  per  se,"  the 
carrier  so  employed,  whether  a  railway  company  or  other- 
wise, is  the  same  as  the  contractor  himself,  conveying  stores 
for  the  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces,  and  is  exempt 

Btles  and  Smith,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Appellants. 
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1.  Semble  that  where  a  Judge*9  order  is  made  by  consent  referring  all  Jrbitratian. 

matters  in  difference  to  an  arbitrator,  and  he  makes  his  award  accord-  Judge*s  order 
ingij,  a  promise  to  perform  tlie  awaiird  is  implied,  for  breach  of  which  an  Jor  rrftrew  bjf 
action  is  maintainable.  **  comsent. 

2,  A  declaration  stated  that  an  action  had  been  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  against  Agreement 

the  Defendant  for  trespass  in  pulling  down  a  fence  separating  their  indorsed  upon 
adjoining  lands ;  that  it  was  ordered  by  a  Judge's  order,  by  consent,  order.  ^ 
that  all  matters  in  difference  between  them  should  be  referred  to  J.  W.,  LiabiHtg  to 
and  that  they  should  perform  the  award  ;  that  by  an  indorsement  on  action  for 
the  order  they  agreed  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  power  to  order  Ifreaekqfhn' 
what  they  or  either  of  them  should  do  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the  plied  promite 
injuries  complained  of;  that  the  arbitrator  made  and  published  his  topetform 
award,  and  with  reference  to  the  authority  given  him  by  the  indorse-  award. 
ment  ordered  that  the  Defendant  should  erect  a  wall  in  a  manner  spe-  Attachment, 
cified ;  and  after  averring  that  the  Plaintiff  had  done  all  things  to 
entitle  him  to  maintain  the  action,  alleged  for  breach,  that,  although 
the  Defendant  had  built  a  wall,  yet  it  was  not  built  in  the  way  specified 
by  the  arbitrator.    Held  (on  demurrer),  that  the  declaration  was  good. 

T|ECLARATION :— For  that  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  order  hereinafter  roentionedy  the 
Plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action  in  this  Court  against 
the  Defendant^  and  the  declaration  in  the  said  action  had 
been  delivered  containing  various  counts,  for  divers  tres- 
passes alleged  to  be  committed  by  the  Defendant  upon  cer- 
tain land  of  the  Plaintiff  adjoining  land  of  the  Defen- 
danty  and  also  for  a  trespass  alleged  to  be  committed  by 
the  Defendant  by  pulling  down,  removing  and  destroying 
a  certain  fence  which  separated  the  land  of  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  land  of  the  Defendant,  and  which  fence  belonged 
to  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  as  tenants  in  common.  And 
thereupon  by  an  order  made  on  the  4th  day  of  April, 
1865,  one  of  the  judges  of  this  Court,  with  the  consent  of 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
action  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties 
should  he  referred  to  the  award,  order,  arbitrament,  final 
end  and  determination  of  John  Whittaker,  so  as  he  should 
make  and  publish  his  award  in  writing  of  and  concerning 
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1866.       the  matters  referred,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties, 
LiETEBLEY     or  such  of  them  as  should  require  the  same,  on  or -before 
GiLMORB.    ^^®  ^^^  ^^y  ^^  May  then  next  ensuing,  or  on  or  before 
such  further  or  altered  day  as  the  arbitrator  should  from 
time  to  time  appoint,  and  signify  in  writing  under  his  hand 
to  be  endorsed  on  that  order.    And  by  the  like  consent  the 
Judge  did  further  order  that  the  parties  should  in  all  things 
abide  by,  perform,  fulfil  and  keep  such  award  so  to  be 
made  as  aforesaid.     And  John  Whittaher^  in  pursuance  of 
the  order,  took  upon  himself  the  said  reference.      [Here 
were  set  out  three  enlargements  of  the  time  by  the  arbitra- 
tor, the  last  being   till  1st  September ^   1865.]      And  by 
an   indorsement  on  the   order   under  the  hands  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  it  was  agreed  between  them  that 
the  arbitrator  should  have  power  to  order  what  the  parties 
or  either  of  them  should  do  to  prevent  a  continuance  or  re- 
petition of  the  injuries  complained   of.     The  declaratioa 
then  averred  that  the  arbitrator  before  the  said  1st  day  of 
September^  1865,  duly  made  and  published  his  award  in 
writing  respecting  the  matters  referred,  ready  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  parties,  and  thereby,  with  reference  to  the 
authority  given  to  him  by  the  indorsement  on  the  order 
under  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  to  order 
and  determine  what  he  should  think  fit  to  be  done  by 
either  of  them  to  prevent  a  continuance  or  repetition  of  the 
obstructions  and  injuries  complained  of  in  the  declaration, 
and  for  the  settlement  of  all  matters  in  difference  between 
the  parties,  the  arbitrator  amongst  other  things  did  order, 
determine  and  direct  that  the  Defendant  should  forthwith 
erect,  or  cause  to  be  erected,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike 
manner,  a  continuous  wall  of  brick  of  the  uniform  thickness 
of  nine  inches  set  in  good  lime  mortar,  so  as  to  divide  the 
premises  of  the  Defendant,  which  adjoined  the  premises  of 
the  Plaintiff  I'eferred  to  in  the  declaration,  from  the  pre- 
mises of  the  Plaintiff,  and  such  wall  to  be  built  in  the 
line  designated  by  the  letters  A,  A,  A,  and  coloured  green 
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apon  the  plan  to  the  award  annexed,  which  plan  the  1866. 
arbitrator  thereby  directed  should  be  considered  as  part  lieveslby 
of  his  awards  with  an  opening  or  gateway  of  nine  feet 
wide,  as  shown  in  the  plan,  such  wall  to  be  not  less  in 
height  than  four  feet  above  the  then  present  level  of  the 
ground  where  the  opening  or  gateway  is  shown  on  the  plan, 
and  such  wall  to  be  of  a  uniform  and  level  height,  and 
that  the  wall  should  be  a  joint  wall,  to  be  kept  in  good 
repair  and  condition  at  the  expense  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant  and  their  representatives,  so  long  as  they  should 
have  any  interest  in  the  lands  delineated  in  the  plan  or  any 
part  thereof;  and  that  all  conditions  were  fulfilled,  and  all 
things  happened  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle 
the  Plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action;  yet  although  the  De- 
fendant, in  pretended  performance  of  the  award,  built  a 
certain  wall,  yet  it  was  not  built  in  a  good  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  was  not  a  continuous  wall  of  brick,  and  was 
not  of  the  uniform  thickness  of  nine  inches,  and  was  not 
set  in  good  lime  mortar,  and  did  not  divide  the  premises 
of  the  Defendant,  which  adjoined  the  premises  of  the 
Plaintiff  referred  to  in  the  declaration,  from  the  premises 
of  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  wall  was  not  built  in  the  line  de- 
signated by  the  letters  A,  A,  A,  and  coloured  green  upon 
the  plan;  but  upon  part  of  the  line  the  Defendant  did 
not  erect  any  wall  at  all,  and  upon  other  part  thereof  the 
Defendant  placed  only  wooden  railings ;  and  the  wall  so 
erected  by  the  Defendant  was  not  of  the  specified  height, 
or  of  an  uniform  and  level  height,  whereby  the  Plaintiff 
was  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  wall  directed  to  be  built 
by  the  award.     And  the  Plaintiff  claimed  200/. 

Demurrer,  the  point  stated  in  the  margin  being  that 
an  action  would  not  lie  on  the  order  and  award  in  the 
declaration  mentioned.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Crompton  for  the  Defendant. — First,  the  declaration  is 
bad.    There  is  nothing  on  its  face  except  a  Judge's  order 
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1866.        for  a  reference  by  mutual  coDseut,  and  that  does  not  raise 
LiEVEBLRT     an   assumpsit  on   which  an   action  willlie.     [Byla^  J. 
GiLMoRB.     There  is  more  than  that     There  is  the  indorsement  signed 
by  both  parties,  agreeing  that  the  arbitrator  should  have 
power  to  order  what  they  should  do.]     The  question  is 
whether  that  amounts  to  an  actual  agreement,  for  breach 
of  which  the  Plaintiff  can  sue.     It  is  not  averred  that  the 
parties  agreed  to  perform  the  award  so  as  to  make  them- 
selves liable  to  actions.     If  no  action  lies  on  the  order, 
the   indorsement  carries  the   Plaintiff's   right   to  sue  no 
farther ;  and  he  cannot  sue  upon  an  award  made  under  the 
order  and  that  agreement  together.     This  action  is  not 
brought  for  a  debt  created  by  an  award  in  the  ordinary 
way ;  but  is  for  unliquidated  damages  for  the  Defendant's 
disobedience  to  the  order  and  failure  to  perform  the  award. 
It  is  like  asking  a  jury  to  say  whether  an  award  has  or 
has  not  been  performed.    The  declaration  admits  that  the 
Defendant  built  a  wall,  but  complains  that  in  certain  re- 
spects it  was  not  built  in  the  way  ordered  by  the  arbitrator; 
now  the  object  of  a  reference  is  to  bring  litigation  to  an 
end ;  and  it  is  inexpedient  that  where  something  is  ordered 
to  be  done  a  new  action  should  lie.    The  indorsement  is 
no  more  than  an   agreement  that  the   Court  shall  have 
jurisdiction,  and  it  may  well  be  that  the  Defendant  in- 
tended itot  to  submit  himself  to  a  jury.     The  Plaintiff 
ought   to  have   proceeded    by  attachment,   which   would 
have  been  his  remedy  if  this  had  been  a  compulsory  refer- 
ence.    [ByleSy  J.     If  the  award  had  been  upon  a  parol 
submission  an  attachment  would  not  lie.]    It  is  admitted 
that  in  that  case  there  would  be  an  assumpsit  and  ground 
of  action.     In  Hoohpayton  v.  Bussell(a),  it  was  distinctly 
held  that  no  action  will  lie  upon  an  undertaking  contained 
in  a  Judge's  order,  though  the  order  be  made  by  consent, 
and  the  undertaking  be  founded  on  a  good  consideration. 

(a)  10  Ex.  24. 
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In  that  case  the  declaration^  which  was  held  bad  on  1866. 
demurrer^  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  had  recovered  a  judg-  lietbslbt 
ment  against  the  Defendant,  who  afterwards  filed  a  gilmore 
petition  in  the  Insolvent  Court;  that  the  Plaintiff  success- 
fully opposed  the  granting  him  protection  and  issued  a 
ca.  sa. ;  that  whilst  the  Defendant  was  in  custody  under 
that  writ  he  caused  the  Plaintiff  to  be  served  with  a  sum- 
mons to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  discharged  out 
of  custody,  which  was  heard  by  Plattj  B.,  and,  in  con- 
sideration that  the  Plaintiff  would  not  oppose  and  would 
consent  to  his  making  the  order  therein  mentioned, 
the  Defendant  consented  to  the  order,  which  directed  that 
upon  payment  by  the  Defendant  of  5/.  forthwith  he  should 
be  discharged ;  he  thereby  undertaking  to  pay  the  rest  of 
the  debt  and  costs  by  instalments,  the  Defendant  con- 
senting *'  that  in  default  of  payment  in  either  of  the  said 
instalments  as  aforesaid,  the  Plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  issue 
execution  by  fieri  facias  or  capias  ad  satisfaciendum:  the 
Defendant  hereby  undertaking  to  bring  no  action  against 
the  Plaintiff;"  and  it  was  then  averred,  that,  although  the 
Defendant  paid  the  first  instalment,  yet  he  had  not  paid 
any  of  the  other  instalments.  In  that  case,  at  p.  26,  a 
dictum  of  Parke,  J.,  in  Wentworth  v.  Bullen  (a)  is  cited 
in  argument,  in  which  he  says,  ''  Now  though  there  is  no 
remedy  for  disobedience  of  a  Judge's  order  (as  such)  by 
one  of  the  parties  against  another  by  action,  but  by  attach- 
ment merely,  yet,  if  it  be  made  by  the  consent  of  both, 
and  be  founded  on  a  binding  agreement,  an  action  will  not 
the  less  lie  upon  that  agreement,  though  it  have  also  the 
additional  sanction  of  a  Judge's  order.  The  contract  of 
the  parties  is  not  the  less  a  contract,  and  subject  to  the 
incidents  of  a  contract,  because  there  is  superadded  the 
command  of  a  Judge.  The  case  of  an  agreement  to  refer 
by  order  of  a  Judge  is  a  familiar  instance ;  many  actions 

(a)  9  B.  4*  C.  840,  850. 
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1866>  being  brought  upon  such  agreements.**  That  is  in  the  Plain- 
LiEVESLET  tifPs  favour;  but  Alderson,  B.,  in  his  judgment  says,  that 
GiLMORB.  h^  ^^^^  "o^  agree  with  the  observations  cited,  and  Pollock, 
C.  B.y  at  p.  26,  observes  that  they  were  purely  obiter  dicta. 
(JSrle,  C.  J.  To  my  mind  the  meaning  of  the  contract  by 
the  Defendant  in  Hookpayton  v.  BusseU  (a)  was, "  If  you  will 
let  me  out  of  prison  I  will  pay  the  debt  by  monthly  instal- 
ments of  2/. ;  and  if  I  make  default  you  may  take  my 
goods  or  put  me  in  prison  again ;"  but  the  observations  of 
Parke,  J.,  in  Wentworth  v.  Btdlen,  which  have  been  cited, 
are  far  from  mere  dicta.  All  the  Judges  in  that  case  were 
of  opinion  that  the  damages  were  excessive,  and  on  that 
ground  granted  a  new  trial;  and  Parke,  J.,  makes  those 
observations  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  in  giving  his 
reasons  for  thinking  the  action  in  that  particular  case  not 
maintainable.  Smitk,  J.  In  the  notes  to  2  William^ 
Saunders,  62,  b,  n.  (/),  6th  ed.  it  is  said  :  ''  So  assumpsit 
will  lie  upon  a  submission  by  rule  of  Nisi  Prius :  Bonner  r. 
Ckarlton  (&).  So  on  a  submission  by  a  judge's  order : 
Still  V.  Halford  (c).  [At  all  events,  if  the  Defendant  has 
recognised  the  act  of  the  attorney  in  referring ;  Wharton  v. 
King  (rf)"].)  In  The  Thames  Iron  Works  and  Ship  BuUd- 
ing  Company  {Limited)  v.  The  Patent  Derrick  Company 
(Limited)  {e).  Wood,  V.-C,  held  that  a  Judge's  order  made 
by  consent,  whereby  it  was  directed  that  proceedings  in  an 
action  should  be  stayed  on  certain  conditions,  did  not 
amount  to  an  agreement  to  perform  those  conditions ;  and 
that  a  bill  for  specific  performance  would  not  lie.  It  b 
conceded  that  the  older  authorities  are  against  the  Defen- 
dant ;  but  till  Hookpayton  v.  BusseU  (a)  was  decided,  the 
question  was  never  deliberately  considered. 

Secondly,  the  arbitrator  has  exceeded  the  scope  of  bis 


(fl)  10  Ex.  24.  (d)  1  Moo.  if  R.  96. 

(6)  5  East,  139.  (e)  29  L.  J.,  Chanc.  714. 

(c)  4  Camp.  17. 
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authority.    It  was  not  competent  to  the  parties  by  in-  1866. 

dorsement  to  extend  the  scope  of  the  reference  under  the  Lirveslst 
order. 


GiLMORB. 


Holker,  for  the  Plaintiff,  was  not  called  on. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must 
be  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  declaration  sets  out  by  alleging 
that  an  action  had  been  commenced,  and  proceeds  to  state 
that  it  was  ordered,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  that  the 
action  and  all  matters  in  difference  should  be  referred  to 
an  arbitrator,  and  that  by  the  like  consent  it  was  further 
ordered  that  the  parties  should  in  all  things  abide  by  and 
perform  the  award  to  be  made.  So  far  there  is  an  agree- 
ment by  the  parties  to  refer,  and  that  the  award  when  made 
shall  be  performed,  and  besides  that  there  is  the  Judge's 
order,  which  may  be  enforced  in  the  usual  way.  After- 
wards the  parties  by  an  indorsement  on  the  order  under 
their  hands  agreed  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  power  to 
order  what  they  or  either  of  them  should  do  to  prevent  a 
continuance  of  the  injuries  complained  of.  Clearly  that 
indorsement  is  to  be  construed  as  an  agreement  between 
the  parties,  that  the  arbitrator  shall  have  power  to  award 
what  shall  be  done  by  them,  and  that  they  will  perform 
his  award ;  and  on  that  agreement  I  am  of  opinion  that  an 
action  will  lie.  It  is  said  that  it  is  inexpedient  to  allow  an 
action  to  be  brought  in  such  case,  and  that  the  remedy 
should  be  by  attachment;  but  in  an  action  the  jury,  in  esti- 
mating the  damages,  would  consider  the  cost  of  building  a 
wall  according  to  the  award  of  the  arbitrator ;  and  in  their 
doing  that  there  could  be  no  inconvenience. 

Mr.  Crompton,  however,  contends  that  no  action  will  lie, 
and  the  case  of  Hoohpayton  v.  Btissell  (a),  on  which  he  relies, 
certainly  in  terms  supports  that  view.  But  looking  at  the 
Judge's  order  in  that  case  it  appears  to  me  not  to  contain 

(a)  10  Ex.  24. 
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1866.  an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  perforin  any  award, 
LiEYESLBT  ^^'^  ^^^  whole  construction  of  it  shows  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  that  the  payment  of  the  monies  men* 
tioned  in  it  should  be  enforced  by  a  fi.  fa.,  or,  if  the  goods 
of  the  Defendant  should  be  insu65cient,  by  a  ca.  sa.  The 
Defendant  there  consented  to  that  and  that  onlyi  In  like 
manner  the  order  of  my  Brother  Willes,  in  The  Thames 
Iron  Works  and  Ship  Building  Company  (Limited)  y.  7%« 
Patent  Derrick  Company  (Limited)  (a),  imposed  a  penalty 
for  the  nonperformance  of  the  terms  of  the  order ;  and  by 
such  a  provision  it  is  constantly  the  habit  to  prevent  the 
party  from  resorting  to  any  other  remedy ;  a  practice 
which  is  recognized  in  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (&).  The 
terms  of  the  judgment  in  that  case  seem  wider  than  was 
necessary;  but  the  judgment  is  right.  I  think  that  the 
observations  of  Parke,  J,,  in  his  judgment  in  Wentworth 
V.  Bullen  (c),  are  perfectly  sound.  He  takes  it  as  luce 
claritutf  that  where  an  agreement  is  contained  in  a  Judge's 
order  made  by  consent  two  auxiliary  and  co-extensi?e 
remedies  exist ;  and  beyond  all  doubt  there  is  an  agree- 
ment in  the  Judge's  order  in  this  case. 

Btles,  J.  Many  cases  show  that  an  order  of  reference 
by  consent  involves  a  promise  to  perform  the  award.  This, 
however,  is  not  the  case  of  an  implied,  but  of  an  express 
agreement  I  was  impressed  by  Mr.  Crompton^s  argument 
as  to  the  inconvenience  and  litigation  likely  to  arise  in  such 
a  case  as  this  if  the  action  should  be  again  referred,  and  do 
not  wish  that  it  should  be  inferred  from  anything  I  say 
that  the  Court  would  not  have  power  to  prevent  an  abuse 
of  its  process  if  such  were  clearly  shown  to  exist. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  An  action  will 
lie  upon  an  agreement  embodied  in  a  Judge's  order.    In 

(a)  29  L.  J.,  Chanc.  714.  (6)  17  &  18  Vkt.  c.  125,  t.  II. 

(e)  9  B.  4*  C.  840,  850. 


V. 
GiLMORB. 
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this  case  the  part  of  the  agreement  in  respect  of  which  the  1866. 
breach  is  alleged  is  indorsed  on  the  Judge's  order  and  lieveslby 
superadded  to  it.  Where  there  is  an  agreement  between 
two  parties  an  action  will  lie  for  a  breach  of  it,  and,  if  there 
is  that  iiere^  how  is  the  Plaintiff's  right  of  action  ousted  ? 
Mr.  Crompton  says,  by  the  parties  impliedly  promising 
only  to  resort  to  attachment.  But  1  think  that  if  such  had 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties  it  should  have  been  ex- 
pressed. I  do  not  feel  pressed  by  the  argument  ab  incon- 
venient!. It  would  only  be  upon  affidavits  that  the  Court 
could  act  in  ascertaining  whether  the  wall  in  this  case  had 
been  built,  and  that  is  a  matter  which  could  more  easily 
be  decided  by  a  jury.  As  to  the  authorities  upon  this 
pointy  those  cited  in  2  Wms.  Saund.  62  h,  n.  (/),  6th  ed., 
are  strong  to  show  that  we  do  not  now  for  the  first  time 
declare  the  law.  In  Wharton  y.  King  (a),  which  was  a 
nisi  prius  case  before  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  the  objection 
was  taken  and  overruled. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 

(a)   1  Moo.  4-  R,  96. 


VOL.  I. — c.  P.  3  N 
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Thwiday, 
June  21. 

BUI  <f  lading. 
Freight  payable 
a»  per  charier' 
party, 

Construetiom, 
Lien  qf  thip^ 
owner  againsi 
charterers* 
assigns. 


Fry  and  Others  v.  The  Chartered  Mercantile 
Bank  of  India,  London  and  China. 

By  a  charter-party  it  was  stipalated  that  the  ship  should  take  on  hoard  a  cargo 
at  Shan^uti,  and  therewith  proceed  to  London  or  Liverpool^  aa  ordered 
by  charterers  before  sailing,  and  deliver  the  cargo  *'on  being  paid 
freight  as  follows  : — The  ship  to  have  a  lien  on  cargo  for  freight  8/.  lOf. 
per  ton  of  fifty  cubic  feet,  measured  in  Shanghai^  to  be  paid  to  captain 
or  his  agents  omright  and  true  delivery  at  port  of  discharge."  Part  of 
the  cargo  was  shipped  by  the  charterers  under  a  bill  of  liuiing  making 
the  goods  deliverable  at  Liverpool  to  their  order  or  assigns,  **  freight 
for  the  said  goods  payable  in  Liverpool  as  per  charter-party;"  and  die 
charterers  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  bonft  fide  and  for  value  at  Skang" 
hai  to  their  bankers  there,  who  were  not  shown  the  charter-party  or 
made  acquainted  with  its  contents  f^irther  than  the  rate  of  finei^t  pay* 
able  under  it.  Held,  that  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  relating  to  the 
rate  of  flretght,  and  no  more,  were  incorporated  in  the  bill  of  lading; 
and  that,  as  between  the  shipowners  and  the  indorsees  of  that  instru- 
ment, the  former  had  a  lien  on  the  goods  mentioned  in  it  for  freight  at 
the  rate  of  31,  lOs,  per  ton  for  those  goods ;  but  not  for  the  freight  due 
in  respect  of  any  other  part  of  the  cargo. 

^FECIAL  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
without  pleadings. 

The  Plaintiffs  Messrs.  Sanderson^  Fry,  Rigge  k  Co., 
carry  on  business  as  shipowners  and  merchants  in  SU 
Helenas  Place,  in  the  city  of  London,  and  are  the  owners 
of  the  ship  ^'Her  Majesty.*'  The  Defendants  are  a  char- 
tered banking  company,  carrying  on  business  in  London, 
and  also  at  Shanghai,  in  China,  where  they  have  a  branch 
bank. 

In  the  autumn  of  the  year  1864,  the  ship  was  at 
Shanghai,  and  was  by  a  charter-party,  dated  the  I4th  of 
September,  1864,  chartered  by  Messrs.  Dadabhoy  &  Co. 
of  that  place,  to  take  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  cotton 

other   merchandise,  which    they   bound    themselyes 

or  '  ^ 

to  ship  in   the  usual   way  for  London  or  Liverpool  as 
ordered. 
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Amongst  other  clauses  the  charter-party  contained  the       1866. 

following,  which  is  chiefly  material  in  the  present  case: —  ^^ 

**  and  being  so  loaded,  shall   therewith  proceed  to    ^      ^- 
**  London  or  Liverpool^  as  ordered  at  Shanghai,  and  Mercantile 
**  deliver  the  said   cargo  on   being  paid   freight  as     i„dia*btc 
"  follows: — The  ship  to  have  a  lien  on  cargo  for 
*'  freight   three  pounds  ten  shillings  (8/.    lOs,)  ster- 
''  ling  per  ton  of  fifty  (50)   cubic   feet,  measured 
''  in  Shanghai,  to  be  paid  to  captain  or   his  agents 
**  on  right  and  true  delivery  at  port  of  discharge  (the 
**  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  &c.,  &c.,  always 
**  excepted).     The  freight  to  be  paid  on  unloading 
*'  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo." 
A  facsimile  of  the  charter-party,  partly  in  print  and 

partly  in  writing,  was  annexed  to  and  formed  part  of  the 

special  case  (a). 

(a)  It  was  as  follows : — 

'*  Charter-Paett. 

"  Hlh  September,  1864. 
"  It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  George  F,  Seymour,  master  of 
the  good  ship  Her  Majeity,  (for  and  onbehalf  of  himself  and  owners  of  the 
said  yessel,)  burthen  per  register  1112  tons,  now  lying  in  port  of  Shang" 
hai,  and  Meurs,  Dadahhoy  Sf  Co. 

*'That  the  said  ship  being  tight,  staunch  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted 
for  the  voyage,  shall  with  all  convenient  speed  take  on  board  in  Shanghai 

and. 

a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  cotton  other  merchandise,  cotton  to  be 

or 

taken  by  measurement  in  Shanghai,  the  same  to  be  placed  alongside  the 
ship  within  reach  of  her  tackles,  and  not  exceeding  what  she  can  reason- 
ably stow  and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions,  water 
and  furniture,  and  exclusive  of  the  poop  and  cabins,  which  shall  remain 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  captain  and  owners,  the  said  George  F, 
Seymour  to  provide  all  necessary  dunnage  and  ballast;  and  being  so 
loaded  shall  therewith  proceed  to  London  or  Liverpool  as  ordered  by 
charterers  before  final  sailing  of  the  vessel  from  Shanghai,  or  as  near  thereto 
as  she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  said  cargo  on  being  paid  freight  as 
follows :  The  ship  to  have  a  lien  on  cargo  for  freight  three  pounds  ten 
shillings  {Si  10s.)  sterling  per  ton  of  fifty  (50)  cubic  fret,  measured  in 
Shanghai,  to  be  paid  to  captain  or  his  agents  on  right  and  true  delivery 
at  port  of  discharge, 

"  The  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other 

3n2 
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1866.  After  some  difficulty  und  delay  the  charterers^  Dadabhoy 

Fry         &  Co.,  succeeded   in   procuring  for  the  ship  a  full  and 

Chartered    co^P^^te   cargo,  which  for   the  purposes  of  this  case  is 

Mbrcamtilb   treated  as  divisible  into  three  portions.     The  first  portion. 
Bank  of  ,     «  i    i         /• 

India,  ETC.    consisting  of  185  packages  of  tea  and  42  bales  of  cotton, 

was  shipped  by  the  charterers  themselyesy  and  on  their 
own  account,  under  the  bill  of  lading  hereinafter  set  forth, 
the  freight  for  the  same  being  payable  at  the  same  rate  as 
that  agreed  upon  in  the  charter-party,  and  amounting  at 
3/.  10^.  per  ton  to  the  sum  of  101/.  8«.  \Qd.  The  second 
portion  (with  respect  to  which  similar  questions  arose 
between  the  Plaintiffs  and  other  parties,  viz.,  the  Com- 
mercial Bank  Corporation  of  India  and  the  East^  (who 
had  agreed  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  in  this  case,)  was 
also  shipped  by  the  charterers  under  a  similar  bill  of  lading 
and  at  the  charter  rate  of  freight.  The  third  portion,  being 
by  far  the  largest  portion  of  the  cargo,  was  shipped  by 
other  merchants  at  various  rates  of  freight,  all  below  the 
charter  rate. 

The  difference  between  the  total  amount  of  the  bill  of 
lading  freight,  payable  upon  the  cargo  as  above  mentioned, 
and  the  freight  payable  under  the  charter-party,  was  very 
considerable,  and  amounted  to  the  sum  of  1,710/.  8«.  \Qd, 

dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers  and  navigation,  of  what  natare 
and  kind  soever,  during  the  said  voyage,  always  excepted.  The  freight 
to  be  paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo.  The  thip  at 
port  ofdiicharge  to  be  consigned  to  the  owners  or  their  agents.  Lay  days 
to  commence  twenty-four  hours  after  written  notice  being  given  the  cior- 
terers  that  the  vessel  is  ready  to  receive  cargo,  seventy^working  days  to  be 
allowed  the  charterers  for  loading  the  ship.  All  cargo  is  to  be  loaded  and 
discharged  by  people  employed  and  paid  by  the  ship.  All  port  charges 
and  pilotages  at  Shanghai,  as  also  at  London  or  Liverpool,  are  to  be  borne 
by  the  ship.  Demurrage  beyond  that  time  to  be  paid  by  the  charteren 
at  the  rate  of  eighty  (80)  Mex.  %  per  day  paid  in  advance,  A  commis- 
sion as  customary  be  paid  to  the  brokers  by  ship  on  gross  amount  earned 
under  this  charter.  Penalty  for  non-performance  of  this  agreement  the 
estimated  amount  affreight, 

"  Witness  ♦'  Geo.  F.  Seymour, 

•'  F.  Porter.  "  Dadabhoy  *  Co.' 

*•  R.  Byrany.'' 
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The  portion  of  the  cargo  which  had  been  shipped  by        1866. 
merchants,  other  than  tlie  charterers  as  above  mentioned,         "^^ 
was  duly  delivered,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  upon  payment    -,     ^'-r  d 
of  the  freight  due  upon  the  bills  of  lading  of  the  same ;    Mercamtilb 
and  no  question  arises  with  respect  to  this  portion  of  the    Inpia,  btc. 
cargo. 

The  large  difference  above  mentioned,  between  the 
amount  of  the  bill  of  lading  freight  and  that  payable  under 
the  charter-party,  gave  rise  to  a  question  between  the 
Plaintiffs  and  the  holders  of  the  bills  of  lading  of  the  first 
and  second  portions  of  the  cargo  above  referred  to,  re- 
specting the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs,  upon  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  bills  of  lading  and  charter-party,  to  a  lien  upon 
those  portions  of  the  cargo  under  the  circumstances  herein- 
after mentioned  for  th^  whole  balance  of  freight  payable 
under  the  charter-party. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  lading  under  which 
the  firat  portion  of  goods  were  shipped  : — 

''  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned  by  Dada- 
bhoy  tc  Co.  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  |bb|  185 
'Her  Majesty^  whereof  is  master  for  this  present  voyage 
Seymour f  and  now  lying  at  anchor  in  the  port  of  Shanghai^ 
and  bound  for  Liverpool^  one  hundred  and  eighty-five 
packages  of  tea,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the 
margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and 
well  conditioned  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  Liverpool^  the  act 
of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other 
dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers  and  navigation 
of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted,  unto— or  order 
or  to  their  assigns.  Freight  for  the  said  (sic)  payable  in 
Liverpool  as  per  charter-party,  with  priiDage  and  average 
accustomed.  In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  purser  of 
the  said  ship  hath  affirmed  to  three  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this 
tenor  and  date,  one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished  the 
others  to  stand  void. 

''Dated  in  Shanghai,  21st  Febnuxry,  1865. 

"  George  F,  Seymour. ^^ 
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1866.  Dadahhoy  Sc  Co.,  after  the  shipment  of  the  above 

^^         goods  by  them,  applied  to  the  Defendants'  branch  bank 

_      *-  at  Shanghai,  to  make  them  an  advance  upon  the  secu- 

Chart ERKD  ^        *  * 

IfiRCANTiLB  rity  of  the  same,  and  it  was  thereupon  agreed  that  on 
Ihdia,  BT&  receiving  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  same,  and  also  the  letter 
of  hypothecation  hereinafter  set  out,  the  Defendants  should 
negociate  the  draft  of  the  said  Dadahhoy  k  Co.  for  1,250^ 
on  Mr.  R.  E.  Oibson  of  Liverpoolj  payable  to  the  drawers' 
order,  and  by  them  indorsed  to  the  bank. 

The  above  arrangement  was  carried  out,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  it  the  Defendants  negociated  Dadahhoy  k  Co.'s 
draft  upon  22.  E.  Gibson  for  1,2501.,  receiving  from  them 
at  the  same  time  the  above-mendoned  bill  of  lading, 
which  was  duly  indorsed  by  them,  and  also  the  following 
letter  of  hypothecation  i — 

''  The  Chartered  Mercantile  Bank  df  India^  London  and 

''China. 

''  Shanghai,  7th  Mcarch^  1865. 

''  We  having  this  day  negociated  with  you  our  bills  of  ex- 
change drawn  on  R.  E.  Oibson,  Esq.,  of  Liverpool,  the 
particulars  of  which  are  noted  at  foot,  and  having  at  the 
same  time  handed  to  you,  as  collateral  security  for  the  due 
payment  of  the  said  bills,  the  bills  of  lading  and  shipping 
documents  belonging  to  us  of  the  several  goods,  also  stated 
at  foot,  our  agreement  is  understood  to  be  as  follows : — 

*'We  hereby  anthorize  the  said  Chartered  Mercantile 
Bank  of  India,  London  and  China,  and  the  holders  of  the 
above  bills  for  the  time  being,  to  take  conditional  accept- 
ances to  all  or  any  of  such  bills  to  the  effect  that  on  pay- 
ment thereof  at  maturity  the  above-mentioned  bills  of 
lading  and  shipping  documents  shall  be  delivered  to  the 
drawees  or  acceptors  thereof,  and  such  authorization  on  our 
part  shall  be  taken  to  extend  to  cases  of  acceptance  for  honour. 

''  We  further  authorize  the  said  bank  or  any  manager  or 
agent  thereof,  on  default  being  made  in  acceptance  on  pre- 
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sentment  or  in  payment  at  maturity  of  any  of  the  above       1866. 
bilby  or  on  the  drawees'  suspension  of  payment  during  the         frt 
currency  of  the  bills,  to  sell  the  said  goods  and  to  apply    chartered 
the  net  proceeds  (after  deducting  usual  commission  and   MBRCANxiLm 
charges)  in  payment  of  such  bills  with  re-exchange  and    India,  etc.. 
charges,  the  balance  if  any  to  be  applied  in  liquidation  of 
any  other  debt  or  liability  of  ours  to  the  said  bank,  any 
ultimate  balance  to  be  at  our  disposal.    And  in  case  the 
net  proceeds  of  such  goods  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  the 
amount  of  any  such  dishonoured  bills,  with  re-exchange 
and  charges,  we  authorize  the  Chartered  Mercantile  Bank 
of  Induif  London  and  China,  or  the  holders  thereof  for  the 
time  being,  to  draw  on  us  for  the  deficiency ;  and  we  en- 
gage to  honour  such  drafts  on  presentment,  or  to  pay  the 
said  bank  in  London. 

"  We  further  authorize  the  said  bank,  or  the  holders  of  the 
said  bills  for  the  time  being,  in  case  the  aforesaid  power  of 
sale  shall  not  have  arisen  at  any  time  before  their  maturity, 
to  accept  payment  from  the  drawees  or  acceptors  thereof, 
and  on  payment  to  deliver  the  said  bills  of  lading  and 
shipping  documents  to  such  drawees  or  acceptors,  and  in 
that  event  the  said  bank  or  the  holders  of  said  bills  are  to 
allow  a  discount  thereon  for  the  time  they  may  have  to  run 
at  the  Bank  of  England^  minimum  rate  of  the  day  if  taken 
up  in  London^  or  if  in  India,  Ceylon  or  China  at  the 
current  rate  of  discount  of  the  day  on  government  accept- 
ances in  India,  Ceylon  or  China,  as  the  case  may  be. 

^*  We  also  authorize  the  Chartered  Mercantile  Bank  of 
India,  London  and  China,  or  any  manager  or  agent  thereof 
(but  not  so  as  to  make  it  imperative),  to  insure  the  above 
goods  from  sea  risk,  including  loss  by  capture  and  also  from 
loss  by  fire  on  shore,  and  to  add  the  premium  and  expenses 
of  such  insurances  to  the  amount  chargeable  to  us  in  respect 
of  the  said  bills,  and  to  take  their  recourse  against  the  said 
goods  or  against  us  for  their  reimbursement,  and  also  to 
sell  any  portion  of  the  said  goods  which  may  be  necessary 
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for  payment  of  freight ;  and  the  said  bank  are  to  take  such 
^^         measures  generally^  to  make  such  charges  for  commission, 
*•  and  to  be  accountable  in  such  manner,  but  not  further  or 

Cbartbrbd  ... 

Hbrcahtilb  otherwise,  as  in  ordinary  cases  between  a  merchant  and  his 
IifDiA,  ETC.    correspondent,  it  being  hereby  declared  that  the  bank  is 
not  to  be  liable  for  the  default  of  any  broker  or  auctioneer 
employed  in  the  sale  of  the  goods. 

*^  Lastly,  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  delivery  of  said 
collateral  securities  to  your  bank  shall  not  prejudice  your 
rightson  said  bills  in  case  of  dishonour,  nor  shall  any  recourse 
taken  thereon  affect  the  title  of  the  bank  to  said  securities 
to  the  extent  of  our  liability  to  your  bank  as  above. 

*'  We  are,  your  obedient  servants, 

Dadabhoy  Sc  Co. 


i€ 


Bills  and  Documents  above  referred  to. 


Date. 

Farticnlars  of  Bills. 

Farticnlars  of  Goods. 

Amoant 

Drawee. 

Bills  of  Lading. 

Name  of  Ship. 

7  March. 

£1,250 

R.  E.  Gib- 
son,  Esq. 

}  Mer  Ma- 

rBBl   185  p.  Tea. 

^       42  B.  Cot- 
^^          ton. 

No  copy  of  the  charter-party  was  handed  to  the  bank 
at  Shanghai^  and  the  officials  of  the  bank  there  were  not 
acquainted  with  its  contents.  They  were,  however,  given 
to  understand  that  the  freight  was  10s,  per  ton. 

The  ship  having  received  orders  to  that  effect  at  Shanghai 
proceeded  on  her  voyage  to  Liverpool^  and  shortly  after 
she  set  sail  the  said  Dadabhoy  &  Co.  stopped  payment, 
and  their  estate  is  now  being  wound  up  in  China  by 
trustees  under  a  deed  of  assignment.  The  news  of  the 
failure  of  Dadabhoy  Sc  Co.  reached  England  before  the 
arrival  of  the  ship,  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  The  draft 
above  mentioned  was  accepted  by  R.  E.  Gibson^  who 
failed  before  its  maturity,  and  is  still  unpaid.  The  ship 
afterwards  arrived  in  due  course  at  Liverpool^  and  all  the 
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goods  shipped  by  merchants  other  than  the  charterers        1866. 
were  delivered  to  the  consignees  thereof,  upon  payment         pi^y 

of  the  freight  according  to  the  bills  of  lading  for  the  same,  chartered 

and   this  (ca1cn1atin&:  the  freight  for  the  residue  of  the  Mercantile 

.    .  -    ,      ,  1  «    1  .  Bane  of 

cargo,  consisting  of  the  Jst  and  2nd  portions  above  men-    India,  etc 
tionedy  at  the  charter  rate)  left  a  deficiency  below   the 
total  amount  of  freight  payable  upon  the  cargo  according 
to  the  charteri-party  of  1,710/.  8s.  \0d,  as  before  men- 
tioned. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Defendants,  as  the  holders 
of  the  bill  of  lading  and  other  documents  above  mentioned 
relating  to  the  185  packages  of  tea  and  42  bales  of  cotton, 
shipped  by  Dadabkoy  &  Co.,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
delivery  thereof  upon  payment  of  the  freight  for  the  same 
at  the  charter  rate,  viz ,  3/.  105.  per  ton,  amounting  to 
101/.  8s,  10c/.  The  Plaintiffs  however  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  a  lien  thereon  for  the  whole  balance  of  the  freight  due 
and  unpaid  under  the  charter-party  as  above  mentioned. 

The  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  thereupon  entered  into 
the  following  memorandum  of  agreement: — 

'^  Memorandum. — Whereas  the  Chartered  Mercantile 
Bank  of  India,  London  and  China  claim  to  be  bon&  fide 
holders  for  value  of  a  bill  of  lading  dated  at  Shanghai,  2l8t 
February,  1865,  for  185  packages  of  t^a,  and  a  bill  of 
lading  dated  8th  February,  1865,  for  42  bales  of  cotton, 
which  said  tea  and  cotton  are  now  in  the  custody  of  the 
agents  of  the  shipowners  at  Liverpool:  And  whereas 
Messieurs  Sanderson,  Fry,  Rigge  &  Co.,  the  owners  of  the 
said  ship,  claim  payment  of  a  balance  of  1,930/.  4«.  5d.  as 
due  to  them  for  freight  as  per  charter-party  entered  into  by 
Messrs.  Dadabhoy  k  Co.  at  Shanghai,  and  they  have 
accordingly  asserted  a  lien  on  the  before-mentioned  tea  and 
cotton  for  the  full  amount  so  due  to  them  :  And  whereas 
the  said  bank,  as  holders  of  the  said  bills  of  lading,  deny 
the  right  of  the  ship  owners  as  against  them  to  their 
alleged  lien  for  charter  freight,  and  claim  delivery  of  the 
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1866.       said  185  packages  of  tea  and  42  bales  of  cotton  on  payment 
Fry  of  freight  at  the  ratb  of  70s.  per  ton,  which  freight  amounts 

Cbarterbd  ^  ^^'^  ^^*  ^^^'  *  ^^  whereas  the  said  Messrs.  Sanderson 
Mbr«antilb  ji^y^  Rigge  &  Co.  have,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
India,  BTc.  holders  of  the  said  bills  of  ladmg  to  deal  with  the  sud 
goods  as  they  may  deem  advisable,  agreed  to  deliver  up  to 
the  said  bank  the  said  185  packages  of  tea  and  42  bales  of 
cotton  without  prejudice,  and  on  the  understanding  berein- 
afier  mentioned,  on  receiving  payment  of  the  last^nen* 
tioned  sum  of  1012.  8«.  lOd.:  It  is  therefore  mutually 
agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties  that  on  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of  1012.  8f.  10c2.,  as  and  for  freight  on  the 
said  tea  and  cotton  at  the  rate  of  10s,  per  ton,  the  said 
Messrs.  Sanderson,  Fry,  Rigge  k  Co.  will  deliver  the  said 
bank  an  order  on  their  agents  at  Liverpool  for  delivery 
thereof;  it  being  nevertheless  understood  and  agreed  that 
for  the  purposes  of  any  future  proceedings  it  shall  be  con- 
sidered that  Messrs.  Sanderson,  Fry,  Rigge  k  Co.  ha?6 
asserted  a  lien  on  the  said  tea  abd  cotton  for  the  whole  of 
their  said  claim  of  1,9302.  49.  bd,,  and  that  the  said  tea  and 
cotton  are  to  be  delivered  without  prejudice  to  thdr  right  to 
recover  against  any  party  any  sum  beyond  tlie  said  sum  of 
1012.  85.  10c2.,  the  same  to  be  determined  as  if  the  said  tea 
and  cotton  still  remained  in  the  docks  subject  to  their  lien 
(if  any).     Dated  this  25th  day  of  September,  1865." 

The  above  goods  were  thereupon  delivered  to  the  Defen- 
dants and  sold,  and  the  net  proceeds  thereof,  amounting  to 
1,514/.  Vis*  \\d.,  having  been  received  by  the  bank,  they 
have  in  hand  (after  retaining  their  claim  on  the  goods)  a 
balance  of  224/.  12«.  Id.  (subject  to  the  deduction  thereout 
of  some  law  charges  in  reference  to  the  matter),  payment 
of  which  has  been  required  of  them  by  the  trustees  of 
Messrs.  Dadahhoy*s  deed  of  assignment. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  present  case  it  is  to  be  taken 
that  this  claim  is  good  and  valid  in  law  and  in  equity  as 
against  Messrs.  Dadahhoy  &  Co. 
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The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are, —  1866. 

1st.  Whether  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  lien  as  against  the         frt 
present  Defendants  upon  the  tea  and  cotton  for  the  un-    chartered 
paid  balance  of  freight  due  under  the  charter-party,  or  Mercantile 
any  part  thereof?  India,  etc. 

2ndly.  Whether  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  lien  or  claim  to 
the  surplus  of  224/.  12«.  Id.^  less  law  charges,  over  and 
above  the  Defendants'  claim,  and  whether  the  Defendants 
ought  to  band  the  same  over  to  the  Plaintiffs  (a)  ? 

First.  If  the  Court  should  answer  the  first  question  in 
the  affirmative,  the  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  Plain- 
ti£b  forl,614/.  17«.  llcL,  being  the  net  proceeds  of  the  ship- 
ments, or  such  part  as  the  Court  may  determine,  and  costs 
of  suit. 

Second.  If  in  the  negative,  then  if  the  Court  should 
answer  the  second  question  in  the  affirmative,  judgment  is 
to  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiffs  for  224/.  12«.  7e/.,  less  the 
before-mentioned  legal  charges,  but  without  costs  of  suit. 

Third.  If  the  Court  should  answer  both  questions  in  the 
negative  then  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  Defendants 
with  costs  of  suit. 

Wathin  Williams  for  the  Plaintiffs.— The  Plaintiffs  had 
a  lien  upon  every  portion  of  the  cargo  for  the  freight  of 
the  whole.  That  part  of  it  on  which  the  question  now 
arises  was  shipped  by  the  charterers  themselves.  Under 
the  bill  of  lading,  the  freight  is  made  payable  as  per 
charter-party,  the  terms  of  which  are  incorporated  in  the 
bill  of  lading;  and  one  of  them  is  a  stipulation  that  the 
ship  shall  have  a  lien  on  the  cargo  for  freight.  As  be- 
tween the  Plaintiffs,  the  shipowners,  therefore,  and  the 
charterers,  it  is  clear  that  the  former  are  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  every  part  of  the  cargo  for  the  whole  freight,  unless 

(a)  This  question  was  not  argued,  as  the  Defendants  were  not  inte- 
rested in  disputing  it 
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1866.  they  have  doDe  somethiDg  to  deprive  themselves  of  that 
Frt  right  There  is  no  clause  in  this  charter-party  authorizing 
CuARTBRBD  ^^^  captaiu  to  sign  bills  of  lading  for  any  rate  of  freight; 
Mbrcantile  but  here,  after  the  charterers  had  shipped  some  goods  at 
India,  etc.  the  chartered  freight,  the  master  signed  bills  of  ladmg  for 
a  less  freight  than  that.  The  charterers  then  indorse  the 
bill  of  lading  to  the  bank,  who,  no  doubt,  took  it  for 
value,  and  the  question  is,  whether  they,  being  strangers 
and  taking  with  notice  of  the  charter-party,  but  not  of  the 
particular  terms  of  it,  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  charterers. 
In  Faith  v.  The  East  India  Company  (a),  by  the  charter- 
party,  freight  was  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the 
ship  for  a  voyage  out  and  home,  at  a  certain  rate  per 
ton,  in  a  particular  manner.  The  owner  appointed  one 
C.  S,  master,  at  the  charterer's  request,  and  instructed 
him  to  be  careful  to  sign  all  bills  of  lading,  with  the  clause 
'' freight  payable  as  by  charter-party."  The  ship  was 
consigned  to  C.  &  Co.,  in  Calcutta^  by  whom  she  v^as  pat 
up  for  her  homeward  voyage  as  a  general  ship,  and  mer- 
chants shipped  goods  by  her,  C.  tc  Co.  taking  for  home* 
ward  freight  bills  payable  sixty  days  afler  delivery  of  the 
cargo ;  and,  a  new  master  having  been  appointed  by  them 
in  conjunction  with  C  5.,  he  signed  bills  of  lading  with 
the  clause  ^^  paying  freight  agreeable  to  freight  bill."  The 
freight  bills  were  made  payable  in  London  to  J3.  &  Co.,  to 
whom  the  charterer  was  indebted  for  advances  on  the  out- 
ward cargo,  and  who,  as  well  as  C.  &  Co.,  were  cognizant 
of  the  terms  of  the  charter-party ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
owner  of  the  ship  had  a  lien  on  these  goods  to  the  extent 
of  the  homeward  freight.  In  that  case  it  seems  there  was 
fraud.  In  Pearson  v.  Goschen  {b),  where,  after  a  portion  of 
the  cargo  had  been  shipped,  the  charterers  stopped  payment, 
it  was  held  that  that  portion  having  been  shipped  by  their 

(a)  4B.J^  Aid,  630.  (6)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.  352. 
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agents,  who,  as  well  as  the  master,  had  no  authority  to        1866. 
alter  the  contract  by  giving  bills  of  lading  at  a  lower         yily 

freight  than  the  charter-party  freight,  the  Plaintiff  was  chartered 

entitled  to  the  full  amount  of  freight  for  that  portion.  Mercantile 

Bank,  of 

The  Defendants  will  say  that  freight  payable  as  per  India,  etc. 
charter-party  means  merely  that  they  are  to  be  bound  by 
the  charter-party  in  respect  of  the  rate  of  freight.  But 
they  must  admit  that  they  received  the  bill  of  lading  with 
notice  of  the  charter-party,  and  they  must  have  known 
that  this  ship  was  chartered  at  a  higher  rate  than  the 
current  freights.  In  Chappel  v.  Comfort  (a),  the  action 
was  by  the  master  against  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  of  lading. 
A  cargo  was  shipped  under  a  charter-party,  by  which  the 
charterer  contracted  to  pay  certain  freight,  and  was  to  have 
sixteen  days  for  loading  and  unloading,  and  to  pay  21.  per 
day  for  detention  of  the  vessel  beyond  that  period ;  and  by 
a  bill  of  lading  the  goods  were  deliverable  to  the  consignees 
in  London  or  order,  ^'he  or  they  paying  freight  as  per 
charter-party."  In  the  margin  there  was  a  memorandum : 
''  There  are  eight  working  days  for  unloading  in  London  ;" 
and  it  was  held  that  the  consignees,  by  accepting  the  cargo 
under  the  bill  of  lading,  incurred  no  liability  for  demurrage, 
although  the  vessel  was  detained  for  four  days  beyond  the 
time  mentioned.  But  there  the  question  was  whether  the 
assignee  was  liable  for  demurrage;  and  the  memorandum 
gave  him  no  notice  that  he  was  to  be  liable  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  ship.  But  in  Wegener  v.  Smith  (6),  which  is 
cited  in  the  case  last  mentioned,  it  was  held  that  the 
acceptance  of  a  cargo  by  the  indorsee!  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
whereby  the  goods  were  deliverable  to  order  ''against 
payment  of  the  agreed  freight  and  other  conditions  as  per 
charter-party,*'  was  a  circumstance  from  which  a  jury 
might  imply  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay  demurrage 

(a)  10  C.  B.,  N.S.  802.  (6)  15  C.  B.  285. 
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stipulated  for  by  the  charter-party,  notwithstanding  his 
refusal  to  pay  it  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  goods.  The 
case  most  resembling  the  present  is  Kern  v.  Deslandes  (a) : 
there  by  a  charter-party,  which  was  negociated  by  Gregory 
Brothers,  as  agents  for  the  charterer,  the  charterer  agreed 
to  pay  a  lump  freight  for  a  voyage  to  the  coast  of  AJrioa 
and  back  to  London,  payable  in  cash  on  correct  delivery 
of  the  return  cargo ;  and  the  charter-party  contained  the 
following  clause :  *^  The  master  to  sign  bills  of  lading  at 
any  rate  of  freight,  without  prejudice  to  this  charter.*'  The 
charterer  shipped  certain  oil  on  his  own  account  for 
London,  for  which  the  master  signed  a  bill  of  lading, 
makmg  the  oil  deliverable  to  Oregory  Brothers  or  assigns, 
*'  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  said  goods  as  usual." 
This  bill  of  lading  the  charterer  mdorsed  to  Gregory 
Brothers,  in  part  payment  of  advances  made  by  them  in 
the  purchase  of  the  outward  cargo ;  and  it  was  held  that 
Gregory  Brothers,  having  notice  of  the  terms  of  the 
charter-party,  the  owner  of  the  ship  was  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  the  oil  for  the  entire  charter  freight  The  position  of 
the  bank  here  is  the  same  as  that  of  Gregory  Brothers. 

Sanders  v.  Vanzelkr  (6)  was  an  action  for  freight 
and  primage.  By  the  charter-party,  between  the  charterer 
and  the  Plaintiff,  the  owner  of  the  ship,  it  was  agreed  that 
the  vessel  should  proceed  to  Ibrail,  and  there  load  from 
the  charterer's  agents  a  cargo,  and  proceed  therewith  to 
London,  and  deliver  the  same  on  being  paid  freight  at  a 
rate  specified,  half  in  cash  and  half  in  bills,  a  certain  rate 
being  also  specified  for  demurrage.  The  vessel  arrived  at 
IbraU,  and  shipped  goods  from  the  charterer's  agents.  By 
the  bills  of  lading  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  to  the 
charterer  or  his  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  as  per 
charter-party  and   primage.      Before  the  ship  arrived  in 


(fl)  IOC.  B,  N.  5.205. 


(b)  4  Q.  B.  260. 
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London,,  the  charterer  sold  part  of  the  goods  to  the  Defen-  1866. 
dant,  and  indorsed  to  him  the  corresponding  bills  of  lading.  Fry 
When  the  ship  arrived  in  London,  the  goods  sold  were,  by  Chartered 
the  Defendant's  order,  entered  in  his  name  at  the  custom-  ^banr  of*' 
house  and  docks,  the  Defendant  paying  the  duties;  and  India, etc. 
the  Defendant  obtained  possession  of  the  goods  under  the 
bill  of  lading  and  indorsement;  and  it  was  held  that, 
whether  or  not  the  facts  found  there  by  the  special  verdict 
were  evidence  of  a  contract  by  Defendant  with  Plaintiff 
to  pay  freight  for  the  goods  sold  (as  to  which  qusere),  no 
such  contract  was  implied  by  law  from  the  iacts,  and  that 
the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment.  In  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  this  judgment  was  affirmed  (a),  and  that  Court 
further  held  that  if  the  bills  of  lading  had  not  referred  to 
the  charter-party,  but  had  merely  stated  that  the  goods  were 
to  be  delivered  to  the  consignee  or  his  assigns  on  their  paying 
freight,  the  taking  the  goods  under  the  indorsement  would 
have  been  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  have  inferred 
a  contract  between  the  Defendant  and  Plaintiff  to  pay 
freight,  but  that,  even  in  such  a  case,  no  such  contract 
would  arise  by  mere  implication  of  law.  In  that  case,Par^, 
B.,  at  p.  290,  observes :  '^  If  the  shipper  had  received  one 
half  of  the  goods,  and  become  insolvent,  and  the  Defen- 
dant had  taken  the  other  half  under  the  bill  of  lading, 
could  he  be  liable  to  pay  for  all  ?  The  captain  might  say, 
'  I  never  proposed  to  divide  the  contract.'  Does  the  bill 
of  lading  stipulate  for  payment  for  all,  according  to  the 
contract  in  the  charter-party,  or  only  for  the  part  comprised 
in  the  bill,  at  the  rate  contracted  for  in  the  charter-party  ? 
It  rather  strikes  roe  that  the  reference  to  the  charter-party 
is  made  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  an  entire  lien  on  the 
whole.  If  a  part  be  delivered  without  payment,  the  rest 
may  perhaps  be  detained    under  a  lien  for  the  whole 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  297. 
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1 866.  freight.*'   The  same  learned  Judge,  in  Smith  v.  Sieveking  {a). 

Fry  says,  at  p.  690 : — '*  In  Sanders  v.  Vanzeller  (ft),  there  was  a 

Chartered  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges  in  the  Court  of 

Mbrcamtilb  Error  as  to  the  effect  of  such  a  reference  to  the  charter- 

Bank  op 

India,  ETC.  party.  You  may  see  it  indicated  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  that 
case  (c).  I  was  one  of  the  Judges  who  thought  that  such 
a  reference  was  not  inserted  with  the  view  to  cast  the 
burthen-  of  payment  on  an  assignee,  but  to  provide  against 
varying  the  charter-party,  or  waiving  the  shipowner's  lien." 
In  the  case  of  In  re  the  Norway  (cQ,  where  the  charter- 
party  stipulated  for  a  lump  freight,  it  was  held  that,  where 
by  a  bill  of  lading  freight  is  made  **  payable  as  per  charter- 
party,"  this  reference  incorporates  into  the  bill  all  the 
clauses  in  the  charter-party  which  relate  to  the  amount  of 
freight;  and  Dr.  LtLshington{e)  considered  that  the  master 
had  a  lien  for  his  freight  and  average — an  unliquidated 
amount.    The  indorsee  must  look  to  the  charter-party. 

Quain  (Field  with  him)  for  the  Defendants. — ^The  pro* 
position  put  forward  for  the  Plaintiffs  would  go  to  this 
extent,  that  it  would  be  competent  to  the  shipowner  to 
allow  the  whole  of  the  cargo  to  be  delivered,  except  a  part 
deliverable  under  a  bill  of  lading,  and  hold  that  back  till 
the  whole  chartered  freight  was  paid.  The  bank  here  were 
merely  informed  by  the  reference  to  the  charter-party  that 
there  was  such  an  instrument,  but  had  no  notice  of  its 
contents.  Neither  did  they  know  that  the  shippers  of 
these  goods  were  the  charterers  or  other  than  strangers. 
The  construction  contended  for  would  destroy  the  nego- 
ciability  of  such  a  bill  of  lading. 


(a)  5  JB.  4  B.  589.  (</)  3  N.  R.  612. 

(6)  4  Q.  B.  260.  (e)  Page  619. 

(c)  Id.  296. 
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The    authorities    cited    for  the  PlaintiflTsy    Wegener  ▼.        1866. 
Smith  (a),  Chappel  v.  Cowfort  (ft),  Smith  y,  Sieveking  (c),         frt 
show  that,  to  establish  this  lien,  plain  words  would  be   chartered 
necessary.    The  words  here  merely  incorporate  the  rate   Mercantile 
of  freight  stipulated   in    the   charter-party.      Russell  v.    India,  etcI 
Niemann  (d)  was  an  action  by  the  assi(;nees  of  a  bill  of 
lading  against  the  master  for  not  having  proceeded  on  the 
voynge  according  to  orders,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
charter-party  and  bill  of  lading.     By  the  hitter  instrument 
the  goods   were   made  deliverable   to   order  or  assigns, 
"  paying  freight  for  the  said  goods,  and  all  other  conditions 
as  per  charter-party ;"   and  it  was  held  that  this  did  not 
incorporate  an  exception  in  the  charter-party  as  to  **  acts 
of  enemies*'  and  ''restraints  of  princes."    The  Defendants 
are  in  the  position  of  strangers  to  the  charterers,  taking 
the  bill  of  lading  without  notice  of  the  contents  of  the 
charter-party. 

Watkin  Williams  replied. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  should 
be  for  the  Defendants.  The  whole  case  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  that  part  of  the  bill  of  lading  which  contains 
the  words,  "  freight  for  the  said  goods  payable  in  Liverpool 
as  per  charter-party."  The  bill  of  lading  is  for  the  delivery 
of  goods  at  Liverpool^  and  the  freight  is  made  payable  as 
per  charter-party.  Under  the  charter-party,  the  ship  is  to 
have  a  lien  on  the  cargo  for  freight;  but  the  rate  of  freight 
therein  mentioned  is  3/.  lOs.  per  ton,  payable  on  delivery 
at  the  port  of  discharge;  and  I  think  the  true  construction 
of  the  words  in  the  bill  of  lading  is,  that  they  refer  to  the 
charter-party  for  the  rate  of  freight  only.  On  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiffs  the  contention  is,  that  by  virtue  of  the  6tipu« 


(a)  15  C.  B.  2Si.  (e)  5  E.i  B.  589. 

(6)  10  C.  B.,  N.  &  802.  id)  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.  163. 
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1866.       lation  in  tbe  charter-party,  they  are  entitled  to  demand  the 
f^         whole  of  the  chartered  freight  for  every  part  of  the  cargo. 

Chartered    ^^^  ^^^^  *^^y  ^*^®  ^  "8^^  *^  withhold  the  delivery  of  the 

Mbrcantilb   croods  mentioned  in  this  bill  of  lading  until  the  balance 
Bank  of 

Imwa,  etc.  of  the  freight  under  the  charter-party  for  the  whole  of  the 
rest  of  the  cargo  has  been  paid.  I  think  that  they  have 
not  that  right.  What  my  Brother  Wittes  says  in  his 
judgment  in  Chappel  v.  Comfort  (a),  at  p.  810,  is  applicable 
to  this  case :  ^*  It  may  be,  that  for  shortness,  instead  of 
stating  the  sums  payable  in  respect  of  different  kinds  of 
goods,  a  reference  is  made  to  the  charter-party,  thus — 
'paying  freight  as  per  charter-party :'  but  it  is  equally  well 
established,  that,  even  in  that  case,  the  assignee  of  the  bill 
of  lading  is  only  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party 
quoad  the  freight.  It  may  be,  and  it  often  does  happen, 
that  the  person  who  receives  the  goods  intends  to  pay  all 
the  charges  mentioned  in  the  charter-party.  But,  when  it 
is  intended  that  such  an  obligation  should  be  imposed 
upon  him,  it  should  be  done  in  plain  words,  as  was  done  in 
Wegener  v.  Smith  (6),  and  other  cases,  where  by  the  terms 
of  the  bill  of  lading  the  goods  were  made  deliverable  to 
order  'against  payment  of  the  agreed  freight  and  other 
conditions  as  per  charter-party.' "  I  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment delivered  in  that  case.  If  it  is  desired  to  include  in 
the  bill  of  lading  more  of  the  terms  of  a  charter-party  than 
what  apply  to  the  rate  of  freight,  express  words  should 
be  used  for  that  purpose. 

Smith,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Under  the  bill 
of  lading  the  Plaintifis  undertake  to  deliver  the  goods  at 
Liverpool  to  the  shipper's  order  or  his  assigns,  freight 
'*  payable  in  Liverpool  as  per  charter-party/'  I  think 
that  means  that  the  rate  of  freight  shall  be  the  same  as 
that  specified  in  the  charter-party,  and  that  the  bill  of 

(a>  10  C.  B.,  N,  S.  802.  (6)  15  C.  B.  2»». 


XXX  VICTORIA.  876 

lading  incorporates  no  other  term  than  that     It  is  admitted        1866. 
by  Mr.  Williams  that  no  action  would  lie  upon  this  bill  of         frt 
lading  for  the  whole  freight     It  seems  to  me  that  the  case    c„^ht£hbp 
differs  from  those  wherein  the  freight  named  in  the  charter-   Merca^tilb 

°  Bank  of 

party  is  a  lump  sum  and  not  divisible.    The  case  which     India,  etc 

was  most  pressed  upon  us  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  was 

Kern  v.  Deslandes  (a) ;  but  that  case  is  distinguishable 

from  the  present,  because  there  Gregory  Brothers  were  the 

parties  who  negociated  the  charter-party,  and,  therefore, 

when  they  took  the  bill  of  lading  they  were  inseparable 

from  the  charterers. 

Erlb,  C.  J.,  added  that  he  had  been  requested  by  Bt/les, 
J.,  who  had  left  the  Court  to  go  to  chambera,  to  say  that 
so  far  as  he  heard  the  argument,  he  was  of  the  same 
opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendants. 
(«)  10  C.  B.,  N.  S.  205. 


END  OF  TRINITY  VACATION. 
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ACCEPTANCE 

Of  bill  of  exchange.    See  BiU  of  Ex- 
change, III.,  IV.,  V. 


ACCIDENT. 
See  Negligence. 

ACCRUAL 
Of  right  of  action.    See  Shipping,  III., 

ACQUIESCENCE 
In  judge's  order.    See  Practice,  III. 

ACTION 

For  necessaries.  See  Hutband  and 
Wife,  II. 

For  negh'gence.  See  Negligence, 

A^inst  railway  company  for  personal 
injur}'.    Ibid. 

Against  sheriff  for  escape  of  debtor.  See 
Sheriff. 

Against  shipowner.  See  Shipping,  III., 

For  penalties.    See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

Cross.    See  Shipping,  VII. 

Liability  to,  for  breach  of  implied  pro- 
mise to  perform  award.  See  Arbitral 
tion,  III. 

Plea  to  further  maintenance  of.  See 
Bankrupt,  VIII. 

Setting  aside  irregular  execution  on 
terms  of  not  bringing.  See  Prac' 
tice,  I. 

For  asfaolt.    See  Aaault, 


For  depriving  land  of  its  lateral  support. 
See  Land, 

For  fraudulent  representation  and  breach 
of  warranty.  See  Fraudulent  Be- 
presentation. 


ADDITIONAL 

Work  and  extras  under  building  con« 
tract    See  Building, 

To  written  contract.  Evidence  admitted 
to  prove  parol  contract,  See  Car- 
rier, III. 

Freight  Liability  for,  See  Inturance, 
I. 


ADMISSION 

Written,  by  purchaser  to  his  agent.  See 
Frauds,  Statute  of  I. 

Of  affidavit  of  Defendant  on  motion  for 
new  trial  in  action  for  breach  of  pro- 
mise of  marriage.  See  Marriage, 
III. 

Of  deposition  under  1  Will  4,  c.  22, 
a,  10.    See  Deposition, 

Of  articled  clerk  holding  office.  See 
Attorney, 


ADMITTED  SET-OFF. 
9te%  Set-off. 

ADULTERY 

Of  wife  set  up  as  defence  in  action  for 
necessaries.    See  Hudfond  and  Wife, 

n. 
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AFFECTION, 

iDJurioas,  of  messnage.     See  Arbitral 
turn,  II. 


AFFIDAVIT, 

Admissibility  of  Defendant's,  on  motion 
for  new  trial  of  action  for  breach  of 
Dromise  of  marriage.    See  Marriage, 

Filed  with  bill  of  sale.  Description  of 
"  residence  and  occupation"  of  com- 
pany ffiving  bill  of  sale  in,     See  Bill 


AGENT, 

Principal  and.  See  Principal  and 
Agent, 

Of  purchaser.  Effect  of  admission  in 
writing  to,     See  Frauds,  Statute  of, 

Attorney  acting  as  vendor's,  and  re- 
cc'iving  deposit.     See  Sale. 

Of  insurance  company,  which  trans- 
ferred its  business  and  liabilities  to 
another  company.  Sufficiency  of 
notice  of  claim  arising  alter  transfer 
served  on.     See  Insurance,  VII. 

Del  credere,  Advance  to,  **  on  a  general 
account"  for  goods  to  be  supplied, 
not  a  |iayment  to  his  employer.  See 
Payment,  I.  , 

Where  name  of,  appears  in  bill  of  lading, 
but  he  is  without  possession  or  lien 
on  the  goods,  semble^  has  no  insurable 
interest.    See  Insurance,  II.,  III.,  IV. 

Of  contractor  for  commissariat  stores. 
See  Turnpike,  II.,  III. 


AGGREGATE 

Corporation.   Power  of,  to  accept  bills  of 
exchange.      See  Biil  of  Exchange, 

XV.,    V  . 


AGREEMENT 

Indorsed  on  judge's  order  for  reference 
by  consent    See  Arbitration,  IV. 


AGRICULTURAL 

And  commercial  industry,  where  build- 
ing is  used  for  keeping  aopieoltural 
products,  not  to  be  contnuilstingoished. 
Dee  Parliament,  II. 


ALLOWANCE 

For  propelling  power.     See  Merchant 
Shipping  Acts. 


ALTERATION 

Of  foreign  bill  of  exchange.    See  BiB 
of  Exchange,  IL 

Of  contract  without  surety's  consent 
See  Bond,  II. 


AMENDMENT. 

See  CImrchvsarden,  III. 

Of  declaration  in  action  on  policy  stat* 
ing  interest  in  PlaintilTs  principal  re- 
fused.   See  Insurance,  IV. 

APPEAL. 

I.  In  the  case  of  an  appeal  froo 
justices  to  a  superior  court  under  stat 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  it  is  not  necessary 
tlrat  the  recognixance  required  of  the 
Appellant  by  sect.  8  should  be  entered 
into  at  the  time  of  making  applicatioa 
tor  a  case ;  it  is  sufficient  if  such  recogni- 
zance is  entered  into  before  the  case  is 
delivered  to  the  Appellant  Stanhope, 
App.,  Thorsby,  Resp.  Page  459 

II.  An  order  of  quarter  sessions  made 
under  an  order  of  the  privy  council,  by 
virtue  of  stat  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  107,  *.  4, 
prohibited  the  removal  of  certain  cattle^ 
but  excepted  fat  cattle  for  slaughter, 
which  it  was  provided  might  he  removed 
with  the  licence  of  a  justice,  wbo  was 
required  to  state  in  the  licence  that  he 
had  been  satisfied  by  the  evidence  of  an 
inspector  or  otherwise  that  no  case  of 
cattle  plague  had  occurred  within  one 
mile  from  the  premises  from  which  the 
removal  was  to  take  place,  &c.  Upon 
an  information  at  petty  sessions  for  re- 
moving iat  cattle  withont  a  licence  in 
violation  of  the  above  order  of  the  qaarlct 
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•Mrioot,  the  juttices  held  that  a  licence 
which  had  been  in  fact  obtaiDed  was 
▼Old,  upon  the  ground  that  matter  ouebt 
to  have  been  proved  before  the  licensing 
ju8tic«*  which  was  not  prove<],  at  the  same 
time  finding  that  there  was  no  fraud,  and 
convicted  the  Defendant  :~Held,  that 
the  pesKioBS  had  uo  authority  to  inquire 
into  the  evidence  before  the  licensing 
justice,  and  that  the  conviction  must  be 
quashed.  Ibid. 

APPLICATION 

For  issue  to  be  tried,  where  on  a  com- 
pulsory reference  an  item  depends  upon 
a  question  of  fact  fit  to  be  decided  by 
a  jury.    See  Arbitration^  I. 


APPOINTMENT 

Of  collector  of  poor  rates,  and  of  sewers 
and  general  rates.  Where  distinct, 
and  a  bond  for  the  due  performance  of 
the  duties  of  office  held  severable.  See 
Bond,  I. 

Of  stevedore.  Effect  of  clause  in  charter- 
party  as  to,    See  Shipping,  V. 

Of  creditors'  assignee.    See  Bankrupt, 

AX. 

Of  churchwardens.  See  Chtarchwarden, 
I. 


ARBITRATION. 

I.  In  an  action  for  work  done  and 
materials  provided,  goods  sold  and  money 
paid,  a  judge,  at  the  instance  of  the 
Plaintiir,  maile  a  compulsory  order  of 
reference  under  **The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1864,'*  17  &  18  Vict.  c. 
125,  sect.  3.  When  before  the  master 
the  Plaintiff,  on  cross-examination, 
charged  the  Defendant  with  having  mis- 
led and  deceived  him  in  respect  of  a  clause 
of  the  contract  entered  into  between 
them.  On  motion  by  the  Defendant 
for  a  rule  under  sect.  4,  to  show  cause 
why  the  issue  between  the  parties  should 
not  be  tried,  and  on  affidavits  stating 
that  the  Defendant  would  be  seriously 
prejudiced  if  the  question  of  fact  were 
not  tried  by  a  jury,  and  that  a  question 
of  law  would  arise  which  ought  to  be 
reserved  for  the  eoarty  the  court  refused 


the  rule,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  qoesttoa 
was  one  within  the  province  of  the  master 
to  decide.    Triekett  v.  Green,    Page  63 

II.  To  a  declaration  on  an  award 
under  the  68th  section  of  the  Lands 
Clnnsc>s  Consolidation  Act,  alleging  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  en  titled  to  compensation 
by  reason  of  his  messuage  beine  inju- 
riously affected  by  the  execution  or  works 
authorized  by  the  Defendants' special  acty . 
and  that  it  had  been  a^eed  to  refer 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  arbitra- 
tion, and  that  the  arbitrator  awarded 
and  adjudged  that  the  Plaintiff  had  sus- 
tained damage  by  reason  of  his  messuage 
being  injuriously  affected  by  the  execu- 
tion of  the  Defendants'  works  as  autho- 
rized by  their  act— to  wit,  *'by  the 
erection  of  an  embankment,  and  by  the 
narrowing  of  a  road  in  front  of  the  said 
messuage,  to  the  amount  of  802.;"  the 
Defendants  pleaded,  after  setting  out  the 
award  and  the  agreement  to  refer,  that 
the  Plaintiff's  said  messuage  was  not, 
nor  was  his  interest  therein,  injuriously 
affected  by  the  narrowing  of  the  said 
road  in  front  of  the  said  messuage;  and 
that  the  said  sum  of  802.  included  money 
the  amount  of  which  was  unknown  to 
the  Defendants,  which  money  the  said, 
arbitrator  awarded  for  compensation  for ' 
damage  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  by 
reason  of  his  said  messuage  being,  as  the 
arbitrator  erroneously  supposed,  inju- 
riously affected  by  the  narrowing  of  the 
said  road,  by  reason  whereof  the  said* 
supposed  .award  was  void.  Held,  on* 
demurrer,  a  good  plea.  Beckett  y.  The 
Midland  Bailioay  Company.  Page  189 

III.  Semble  that  where  ajudge's  order 
is  made  by  consent  referring  all  matters 
in  difference  to  an  arbitrator,  and  he 
makes  his  award  accordingly,  a  promise 
to  perform  the  award  is  implied,  for 
breach  of  which  an  action  is  maintain- 
able.   lAevesley  y.  Gilmore,    Page  840 

IV.  A  declaration  stated  that  an  action 
had  been  brought  by  the  Plain  tiff  against 
the  Defendant  for  trespass  in  pulling 
down  a  fence  separating  their  adjoining 
lands;  that  it  was  ordered  by  a  judge's 
order,  by  consent,  that  all  matters  in 
differeJice  between  them  should  be  re- 
ferred to  J.  W.,  and  that  they  should 
perform  the  award ;  that  by  an  indorse- 
ment on  the  order  they  agreed  that  the 
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arbitrator  iboalil  Tiave  power  to  order 
wbnt  Itiey  or  either  of  tbem  etionld  do 
to  previMit  A  repetiiion  of  the  injuries 
GOiiiplninMl  of;  that  llie  iirbitralor  ninde 
aod  publblied  hit  nward,  and  with  re- 
fvrrnce  to  the  auiburity  given  him  by 
tbe  indiireenient  ordered  ihut  the  Defen- 
dHnt  ohuald  erect  a  wall  in  u  niiinner 
■iH-cified :  and  alWr  avirring  that  the 
Plftiotift'  bdd  dune  all  tilings  to  entitle 
hiro  to  maintain  the  aetjtiti,  nllefcefJ  fur 
breneb,  tlial,  Hlthuneli  the  Drfendant 
had  built  a  wall,  yet  it  wai  not  bnilt  in 
the  way  apecifird  by  the  arbitrator. 
Held  (oD  demurrer),  that  the  declaration 
waa  good.    LieoetUy  v.  GUmore. 

Page  t)4ft. 

ARCHITECT, 
Certificate  of,  onder  building  contract. 

See  £tUldltig. 
Emplnvinent  of  builder  by.    See  Frbi- 

evpfd  and  Agent. 


ARREST. 
Privilpge  of  bnnkrupt  from.    See  BonA- 

Tupt,  IV.,  V. 
For  debt  within  12  b.  13  Viet,  ft  106, 

f.  118.     ^ee  Bankrupt,  l\.,V.,X\\. 


ARTICLED  CLERK. 
Holding  "  office."    See  AUomeg, 

ASSAULT. 
To  an  action  for  an  RBtaiilt  the  Defend- 
ant pleaded,  that,  helare  action  broiiKht, 
tbe  Plain  tiff  CO  II  »ed  ttie  Delenitani  in  Lw 

a  ciimplaint  in  rmppcl  uf  tlie  o^-aault, 
■nd  that  ibe  majfimnile  "  ailjndjced  and 
deiermiiied  thf>  tHid  comjiluint  and 
chnrkce,  and  iben  ordered  tlie  Delendant 
then  10  piiy,  and  tlicn  cunvicled  him,  the 
Delendanr,  in  the  ciwta  a«  well  of  the 
aaid  complaint  and  chHr^aaof  thehear- 
injf  therm)',  but  did  n<it  fiirtlier  orrler  or 
convict  the  Detendani."  The  maj^istraie 
bad  decided  only  ihat  ihe  Ueli-ndant 
■Imiild  enter  into  reognizancea  tu  Icecp 
tbe  peace  and  pay  the  cubIb  thereof,  and 
racb  coau  only  bad  beeo  paid.     No 
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under  these  peculiar  eircmnBtances  suf- 
ficient.   Ex  parte  Peppercorn, 

Page  487 

Beceiving  deposits  as  vendor's  agent. 
See  Sale. 

AVERAGE. 
Particnlar,  Meaning  of.   See  Insurance^ 

AWARD. 

Under  Lands  Clanses  Consolidation  Act, 
8.  68.    See  Arbitration^  II. 


BALLET. 
Divertissement.    See  Stage, 

BANKRUPT. 

I.  Under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  100, 
#.  114,  which  enacts  that  the  petitioning 
creditor  shall  at  his  own  co»ts  file  and 
prosecute  his  petition  until  the  choice  of 
as»i«rnee8,  the  petitioning  creiiitor  is  per- 
sonally liable  to  the  messenger  of  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  his  fees  and 
exprnses  incurred  in  taking  possession  of 
the  bankrupts'  estate  up  to  that  period. 
Stubhs  V.  JJom,  Page  b9 

IF.  After  the  choice  of  assignees  the 
trade  assignee  is  liable  for  the  messen- 
ger's subsequent  costs  and  expenses, 
if  there  is  nnythin?  to  show  that  the 
messenger  has  acted  under  his  express 
directions  or  from  which  an  express  em- 
ployment by  him  may  be  legitimately 
inferred.  Ibid. 

III.  In  an  action  by  a  messenger  for 
an  amount  comprehending  fees  and 
charges  incurred  both  before  and  after 
the  choice  of  assignees,  it  apiieared  that 
the  Defendant,  who  was  petitioning  cre- 
ditor, had  instru«*ted  the  Plaintiff  to  take 
posseiision  of  certain  effects  of  the  bank- 
rupts ;  that  he  subsequently  became  trade 
a<sei^iife,  and  by  letters  addressed  to  the 
Plaintiff  by  his  the  Defendant's  solicitors 
gave  express  directions  to  the  PlHintiff  in 
relation  to  the  management  of  the  estate. 
Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  liable  for 
the  whole  amount  claimed.  Ibid 

IV.  The  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt 
Iaw  Consolidation  Act,  12  &  18  Vict, 


c.  106,  #.  112,  by  which  a  bankrupt  after 
adjudication  is  protected  from  arrest  '*  by 
any  creditor,"  extend  only  to  those 
creditors  whose  debts  accrued  previous 
to  the  bankruptcy.  PhUlipi  and  Another 
V.  Poland.  Page  236 

y.  Therefore  where  a  bankrupt  while 
privileged  under  a  protection  order,  and 
before  his  final  examination,  was  arrestfKi 
at  his  residence  in  respect  of  debts  in- 
curred since  his  bankruptcy :  Held,  that 
the  arrest  was  valid.  Ibid. 

VI.  A  composition  deed  contained  a 
clause  by  which  the  trustees  might  re- 
quire any  person,  claiming  to  be  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  debtor,  to  verify  his  debt  or 
claim  <*  by  statutory  declaration,  proved 
before  the  commissioners  of  bankruptcy 
or  otherwise,  as  the  said  trustee  or  trus- 
tees might  think  fit."  Held  (reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas),  that  the  clause  had  not  the  effect 
of  depriving  the  creditor  who  failed  to 
produce  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
trustee  of  all  benefit  under  the  deed,  and 
that  it  was  reasonable.  Quare^  1. 
Whether  a  court  of  law  can  declare  a 
provision  which  applies  equally  to  all 
classes  of  creditors,  and  which  the  statut- 
able majority  of  the  creditors  have 
thought  fit  to  adopt,  void  on  the  ground 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  is  un- 
reasonable. 2.  As  to  the  soundnefs  of 
the  decision  in  Leigh  v.  Pendleburg,  15 
C.  B.y  N.  S.  816.  Colet  v.  Turner. 

Page  886 

VII.  The  following  clauses,  on  which 
the  court  below  did  not  adjudicate,  were 
held  not  to  be  unreasonable,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  matters  which 
might  fairly  be  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  trii»«tees : — 

1.  A  clause  following  a  power  of  sale 
given  to  the  trustees  in  respect  of 
the  personal  and  real  estate  of  the 
debtor,  contierring  upon  them  power 
in  their  discretion  to  postpone  the 
sale  of  all  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
to  lease  such  un^uld  portion,  either 
from  year  to  year  or  for  a  term  of 
years,  for  such  rent  as  they  might 
think  fit ;  and  to  give  credit  for  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  purchase* 
money,  either  with  or  without  taking 
secunty  for  the  same. 


883 


.     IKDEX. 


2.  A  ptx>Yi80  giving  the  trasteei  fall 
discretion  to  pay  dividends  at  sach 
place  and  in  such  manner  as  they 
should  think  fit. 

8.  A  clause  authorizing  the  trustees 
to  give  time  and  to  compound  for 
the  payment  of  debts  due  to  tlie 
debtor,  and  to  abandon  such  as  they 
should  consider  bad. 

4.  A  clause  relating  to  the  valuation 
of  securities  held  by  secured  cre- 
ditors, that  such  value  should  be 
agreed  upon  between  the  creditor 
and  trustees ;  or,  in  case  of  dispute, 
should  be  ascertained  by  two  im- 
partial valuers,  one  to  be  chosen  by 
the  creditor,  and  the  other  by  the 
trustees,  or  by  an  umpire  to  be 
named  by  such  valuers  before  pro- 
ceeding to  the  valuation.  Ibid. 

VIII.  To  a  declaration  on  the  com- 
mon connts  the  Defendant  pleaded  a 
composition  deed  under  stat.  !24  &  25 
Viet,  e,  134,  8.  192,  setting  it  out  ver- 
batim. The  deed  purported  to  have 
been  made  on  the  14th  November,  I860, 
between  the  several  persons  wha»e  names 
were  subscribed  and  seals  afiixed  in  a 
sch^ule,  being  creditors  of  the  debtor, 
on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  and  every 
other  the  creditors  of  the  debtor  of  the 
first  part,  and  the  debtor  of  the  second 
part;  and  recited  that  the  debtor  was 
indebted,  &c.,  and  had  agreed  to  pay  a 
composition  of  2«.  in  the  pound,  such 
composition  to  be  paid  to  all  and  every 
the  creditors  of  the  debtor,  whether 
executing  the  deed  or  not,  on  the  21  st 
Novemlier  inst.,  and  witnessed  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in 
conr^ideration  of  the  payment  of  such 
composition  to  the  said  several  creditors, 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  accepted  the 
composition  in  satisfaction  of  their  debts 
and  released  the  debtor;  and  it  was 
lastly  agreed  that  those  presents  were 
intended  to  operate  as  a  deed  of  compo- 
sition within  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1861,  and  that  so  soon  as 
the  statutory  majority  should  have  exe- 
cuted or  in  writing  assented  to  it,  it  was 
intended  that  it  should  be  registered 
under  the  192nd  section,  in  order  that 
the  debtor  might  obtain  the  protection 
•f  the  court  as  provided  by  the  198th 
section.    After  toe  usual  averments  in 


respect  of  the  ass^t  to  the  deed  of  the 
statutory  majority,  its  attestation  and  re- 
gistration, the  plea  concluded  by  alleging, 
that  on  the  said  21st  November^  1865^ 
being  after  action,  the  Defendant  was 
ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered 
and  offered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the 
composition,  and  that  he  refused  to  re- 
ceive it;  readiness  and  willingness  to 
pay  it,  and  that  the  Defendant  brought 
It  into  court.     Held,  on  demurrer : 

1.  That  the  plea  was  good,  and  stated 
a  defence  arising  after  action  within 
the  meaning  of  stat.  15  &  16  Viet, 
c,  76,  s.  68,  and  that  no  formal 
commencement  in  the  case  of  sach 
plea  is  necessary. 

2.  That  if  the  defence  had  been  so 
framed  as  to  embarrass  the  Plaintiff 
he  should  have  applied  to  a  judge 
at  chambers  to  strike  out  or  amend 
the  plea ;  but  that  such  matter  is  no 
ground  for  demurrer. 

S.  That  the  deed  was  good  and  the 
provisions  of  it  reasonable,  both  in 
respect  of  the  remedy  of  the  cre- 
ditors npon  the  deed,  and  the  way 
in  which  the  composition  was  se- 
cured to  them. 

4.  That  the  recital  of  the  agreement 
by  the  debtor  to  pay  the  composi- 
tion amounted  to  a  covenant. 

5.  That  it  was  competent  to  any  cre- 
ditor to  sue  upon  the  deed. 

6.  That  there  was  nothing  unreason- 
able in  the  provi«<ion  that  the  com- 
position should  be  payable  withia 
twenty-eight  days  from  the  execo- 
tion  of  the  deed,  although  stat.  24 
k  25  VicL  c.  134,  8.  192,  el  4, 
allows  that  number  of  days  for  re- 
gistration.    Brooka  v.  Jennings, 

Page  414 

IX.  In  pleading  in  bar  a  deed  of  in- 
spectorship under  stat  24  &  25  Vtei,  e. 
184,  8.  192,  it  is  suflScienr,  without  set- 
ting out  the  deed  at  length,  to  aver  that 
it  is  in  all  respects  an  inspectorship  deed 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  statute,  and  give  a  general  descrip- 
tion of  it.  Comer  <md  Another  v* 
Sweet.  405 

X.  To  a  declaration  on  the  conmon 
counts  the  Defendant  pleaded  that  he 
beine  a  debtor  within  the  meaning  of  tbs 
Bankrnptey  Act,  I86I9  aileod  was  mads 
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between  himself  of  the  first  part,  certain 
inspectors  of  the  second  part,  and  his 
creditors  of  the  third  part ;  that  the  deed 
related  to  his  debts  and  h'abilities  and 
his  release  therefrom,  and  the  distribu- 
tion, inspection,  management  and  wind- 
ing-up of  his  estate,  and  was  in  all 
respects  an  in!«pectorship  deed  within 
the  true  intent,  meaning  and  provisions 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861 ;  that  by 
the  deed  it  was  provided  and  declared 
that  if  and  when  a  composition  of  lOtf. 
in  the  pound  should  have  been  paid  to 
the  creditors,  or  if  and  when  (though 
that  sum  might  not  have  been  paid) 
the  inspectors  should  certify  that  the 
estate  had  been  fully  administered,  or 
if  and  when  thev  should  certify  that  the 
debtor  had  made  a  certain  conveyance 
mentioned  in  the  deed,  which  certificate 
they  were  bound  to  give  immediately 
upon  the  conveyance  being  made,  then 
and  immediately  upon  such  composition 
being  paid,  or  upon  either  of  the  said 
certificates  being  given,  the  debtor 
should  be  absolutely  released,  and  the 
deed  should  thereupon  operate  and  be 
pleadable  as  a  release  as  fully  as  an 
order  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy ;  that 
whereas  it  was  intended  that  the  deed 
should  be  accepted  by  the  creditors  in 
lieu  of  their  debts,  and  whereas  it  was 
essential  to  the  interests  of  the  creditors, 
and  for  the  better  realization  of  the 
estate,  that  the  debtor  should  not  be 
harassed  by  any  proceedings  thereafter 
to  be  commenced  by  the  creditors,  it 
was  by  the  deed  declared  and  agreed 
that  if  any  of  the  creditors  should,  whilst 
the  deed  was  in  force,  commence  any 
action  in  respect  of  his  debt,  the  deed 
should  operate  as  an  order  of  discharge 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and 
the  said  declaration  and  agreement 
might  be  pleuded  in  bar  of  or  as  a 
detience  to  such  action  in  like  manner 
as  an  order  of  discharge  nnder  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1861.  n  was  then  averred 
In  the  nsuail  way  that  a  majority  in 
number,  representing  three-fourths  in 
value  of  creditors  whose  debts  respec- 
tively amounted  to  10/.  and  upwards, 
assented  to  the  deed  in  writing;  that 
the  Defendant  and  the  inspectors  ex- 
ecuted it;  that  the  execution  was  at- 
leaied,  and  that  the  deed  having  been 
StMBped  was  duly  registered,  and  that 


with  it  the  statntory  afiidavlt  was  de- 
livered to  the  chief  registrar ;  that  all 
conditions  had  happen^,  &c,  to  make 
it  binding  on  all  the  creditors  as  if  they 
had  been  parties  to  it ;  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  creditors,  and  the  claim  in  the 
declaration  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of 
the  deed;  that  the  deed  was  in  force, 
and  thnt  by  reason  of  the  premises  the 
Defendant  was  entitled  to  plead  it  in  bar 
to  the  action.     Held,  on  demurrer  : 

1.  That  the  deed  was  properly  plead- 
ed, and  was  to  be  taken  to  be  a 
valid  deed  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1861. 

2.  That  on  the  authority  of  Gifdwm  v. 
VouiUon,  8  C.  B.,  N.  S.  483,  the 
declaration  contained  in  the  deed, 
that  if  any  creditor  should  sue  for 
his  debt  such  declaration  might  be 
pleaded  in  bar,  afforded  a  good 
answer  to  the  action.  Ibid, 

XI.  The  certificate  of  appointment  of 
a  creditors'  assignee,  under  stat.  24  k.  25 
Vict,  c.  1*34,  8,  123,  is  a  record  of  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  appointment;  and  may 
be  used  as  such  in  an  action  by  the  as- 
signee, though  it  were  signed  and  sealed 
after  such  action  was  commenced.  £etfy 
V.  Morray,  Page  6§4 

XII.  The  Plaintiff;  being  the  Defen- 
dant in  a  chancery  suit,  was  ordered  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  pay  certain 
monies,  which  he  neglected  to  do  ;  and 
he  was  subsequently  adjudicated  bank- 
rupt, and  obtained  a  protection  order. 
An  attachment  having  issued  out  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  against  him  for  dis- 
obeying its  order,  the  sheriff's  officer,  to 
whom  the  warrant  for  levying  execution 
of  the  attachment  was  directed,  arrested 
him,  and,  notwithstanding  that  he  there-^ 
upon  produced  his  protection  and  de- 
manded to  be  discharged,  kept  him  id 
custody  longer  than  was  necessary  for 
obtainmg  a  copy  of  the  protection,  and 
until  on  the  same  day  he  had  lodged  him 
in  the  sheriff's  prison,  from  whence  he 
was  unable  to  procure  his  discbarge  for 
more  Uian  a  month.     Held : — 

1.  That  the  arrest  upon  an  attachment 
for  contempt  of  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  for  payment  ojT 


maney  wosbd  aimt  far  debt  within 
the  meiining  of  itat  13  k  13  Viet. 
c.  106,  (.118. 

fi.  Thaliutheafficer  had  detained  the 
bankrapt  lunger  than  nu  necetwary 
for  obtaining  a  copy  of  ibe  protec- 
tion, though  not  for  an  entire  day, 
he  was  liitble  under  that  (eclioa 
to  a  penalty  of  6^  for  one  day'a  de- 
tention, and  for  no  more, 

8.  That  after  tbe  bankrupt  bad  been 
lodged  in  the  prison,  tbe^ubsequent 
detention  was  not  the  act  of  the 
officer.  Ltet  v,  yewtm.  Page  734 


BARGAIN, 
Note  or  memomndDm  of.    See  Fraud*. 
StatuUttf, 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
See  Uutband  and  Tfj/e. 


BARUATRY, 
See  Shipping,  11. 


Bill  payable  to 
change,  III. 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

I.  A  bill  of  exchange  naa  drawn  in 
Eng/and  payable  to  the  drawer's  order, 
dirrctnl  to  and  accejjtcd  by  the  drawee 
in  Franee,  payable  m  France,  and  wa* 
iuttor«ed  l>y  the  itrawer  in  blank  and  de- 
IWertKl  to  tlieDi'fenilHniinfno^tJ,  and 
by  him  indorsfd  in  blank  and  delivered 
to  llie  PlainiilF  in  England,  who  in- 
dorsed and  delivered  it  to  cue  B.  in 
France,  where  it  was  duly  presented 
and  disboDoured.  Held,  tbat,  in  an 
action  on  the  bill  brought  in  England 
BgHinst  en  iiidurevr indorsing  in  England, 
notice  of  diibononr  good  according  to 
the  law  of  /ranee  wad  due  notice  ot  dis- 
hnnour  according  lo  the  law  uf  England. 
SiTKhJUld  V.  SmUh.  281 

II.  The  law  of  France  requires  the 
Iitdorvement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  be 
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Sateman  y.  The  Mld'WaUi  BaUwmf 
Company,  Page  608 

V.  In  an  action  against  sncb  a  com- 
pany as  acceptors  of  a  bill  of  exchange : 
-^Held,  that  this  was  a  defence  admis- 
lible  onder  the  plea  of  nan  acceperunt. 

Ibid, 

BILL  OF  LADING. 

As  to  shipowner's  lien  on  goods  during 
currency  of  bill  given  for  freight. 
See  Shipping  J  VI. 

Freight  nade  payable  by,  '*as  per  char- 
ter-party."   See  Shipping^  VlII. 

Shipowner's  daty  where  importer  fails  to 
take  delivery  at  time  expressed  in. 
See  Shipping y  I. 

Consignor's  rights  aeainst  shipowners  on 
re-indorsement  to  him  after  a  wrongful 
delivery.    See  Shipping ^  III. 

NaminjB^  of  person,  as  both  shipper  and 
consignee  m,  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
an  insurable  interest  See  Insurance, 
II. 

Exceptions  in,  of  barratry  and  perils  of 
the  seas.    See  Shipping,  II. 

Statute  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  111.  See /SAtp- 
ping.  III.,  IV. 


BILL  OF  SALE. 

A  company  incorporated  by  stat  26 
Bl  26  Viet,  e,  80,  unaer  the  name  of  the 
Glucose  Sugar  and  Colouring  Company 
f  Limited),  and  having  for  its  object, 
mier  alia,  the  manufacture  of  Glucose 
suffar,  gave  a  bill  of  sale  to  the  Plain- 
tiff as  security  for  a  debt  due  for  plant 
bought  by  the  company  for  the  purpose 
of  its  trade.  The  instrument  stated  at 
its  conclusion,  that  in  witness  thereof 
the  company  had  thereunto  affixed  their 
common  seal.  One  of  the  articles  of 
association  provided  that  the  directors 
might  make  regulations  for  the  use  of 
the  seal;  and,  although  there  was  no 
resolution  of  the  company  in  that  re- 
spect, it  was  stated  bv  the  secretary  to 
be  the  practice  to  affix  the  seal  in  the 
presence  of  the  board,  and  for  two  di- 
rectors and  the  secretary  to  attest  the 
sealing ;  and  under  the  seal  two  of  the 


directors  signed  their  names,  describing 
themselves  as  directors,  and  the  secre« 
tary  countersigned  his  name,  describine 
himself  as  secretary.  The  affidavit  filed 
with  the  bill  of  sale,  as  required  by  stat. 
17  &  18  Vict.  e.  36,  8.  1,  and  made  by 
the  secretary  of  the  company,  mentioned 
the  registered  name  of  the  company,  and 
the  place  where  its  principal  office  was 
situate,  and  gave  no  other  description  of 
its  occupation.     Held : — 

1.  That  as  the  company  was  a  trading 
company  it  was  within  its  province 
to  give  the  bill  of  sale. 

2.  That  the  description  contained  in 
the  affidavit  of  the  registered  name 
of  the  company  and  its  principal 
office  was  a  sufficient  descripiion 
of  its  "  residence  and  occupatioui'' 
within  that  act. 

8.  {Bylea,  J.,  dubitante,)  that  the 
two  directors  had  signed  merely  at 
directors  joining  in  the  execution^ 
and  not  as  attesting  witnesses;  and 
therefore  that  it  was  not  necessary 
to  give  a  description  of  their  resi* 
denceand  occupation  in  the  affidavit. 
Shears  y.  Jacobs.  Page  40$ 


BLANK, 

Indorsement  in,  of  bill  of  lading.    Sea 
Shipping,  III.,  IV. 


BLOOD, 
Corruption  of.    See  Descent. 

BOATS 

Employed  to  land  cargo.    See  Insur- 
ance, v.,  VI. 

BOND. 

I.  To  a  declaration  on  a  bond  reciting 
that  one  S,  was  appointed  collector  of 
poor  rates  and  of  sewers  and  general 
rates,  that  he  might  be  re-appointed 
collector  of  all  or  some  or  one  of^tbe  said 
rates,  and  that  the  Defendants  were 
sureties,  the  condition  being,  that  if  S, 
should  effisctually  perform  the  duties 
and  account  for  the  monies  ''of  th^ 
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office"  the  deed  should  be  void;  and 
alleging  as  a  breach,  that  8.  did  not 
efiectufldly  perform  the  dutie«,  or  account 
lor  monies  received  in  the  execution,  of 
his  office  of  collector;  the  plea  was,  that 
the  bond  was  made  before  the  passing 
of  the  statutes  21  &  22  Vict  e.  104,  and 
2^  &  26  Viet,  e,  102,  nnder  which  <$., 
without  notice  to  Defendants,  was  ap- 
pointed collector  of  certain  rates,  being 
other  and  greater  rates  than  those  named 
in  the  bond,  whereby  the  Defendants' 
risks  as  his  sureties  were  increased.  H  eld, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  for 
assuming  the  risk  of  the  sureties  to  have 
been  increased  in  respect  of  the  sewers 
cates,  their  liability  in  respect  of  the  poor 
rates  was  distinct  and  separate;  and  as 
the  plea  showed  no  discharge  of  the  ob- 
li^tion  in  regard  to  them,  all  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  were  not  an- 
swered. SkiUett  and  Others  v.  Fletcher 
and  Another,  Page  197 

II.  The  Plaintiffentered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  one  S,  for  the  purchase  from 
him  of  a  new  and  incomplete  ship  called 
the  Devonportf  for  which  the  Flaintiff 
was  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  and  transfer 
to  S,  an  old  ship  called  the  Lord  Dal- 
housiCf  and  it  was  agreed  that  5.  should 
repair,  re-class  the  latter  ship,  and  mort- 
gage her  to  the  Plaintiff  for  a  sum  of 
money,  which  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to 
advance  on  the  Devonport  being  de- 
livered over  to  him  completed.  The 
Defendant  thereupon  gave  the  Plaintiff 
his  bond,  which,  after  reciting  the  agree- 
ment, was  conditioned  to  be  void  if  S, 
should  forthwith,  at  his  own  expense, 
repair  the  Lord  Dalhousie^  so  that  she 
should  be  entitled,  according  to  the  rules 
of  Uoyd^i  Registry,  to  be  classed  eight 
years  A  ],and  if  she  should  within  three 
calendar  months  be  classed  eight  years 
A  1  at  IMfyd's^  and  if  S,  should  at  his 
own  expense,  within  two  weeks  after 
the  arrival  of  the  Devonport  in  the  port 
oi London,  do  and  supply  such  things  as 
according  to  the  contract  remain^  to 
be  done  upon  the  settlement  for  that 
shin.  Afterwards  the  Plaintiff  and  5., 
and  another,  without  the  consent  of  the 
Defendant,  entered  into  a  second  agree- 
ment, containing,  amongst  other  provi- 
sions aflecting  the  Devonport,  one  by 
which  the  time,  within  which  the  ship 
voder  the  original  agreement  was  to  be 


completed,  was  ahortened,  and  she  was 
to  be  finished  in  a  more  ezpenslTe  man- 
ner.   Held: — 

1.  That  the  stipulations  contained  in 
the  condition  of  the  bond  in  re* 
spect  of  the  repairs  and  classing  of 
the  Lord  Dalhousie  were  distinct 
from  those  relating  to  the  comple- 
tion of  the  Devonport, 

2.  That,  although  by  the  alteration 
by  the  Plaintiff  of  bis  contract  widi 
S,  in  respect  of  the  Devonport,  the 
surety  was  discharged  from  his  lia- 
bility in  respect  of  that  ship,  soch 
alteration  did  not  affect  his  liability 
in  respect  of  the  Lord  Dedhonne. 
Harrison  v.  Sesfmow,      Page  607 


BOROUGH  VOTE. 
See  Parliament,  I. — VI. 

BREACH 

Of  promise  of  marriage.  Damages  in 
action  for,    See  Marriage^  I.,  II. 

Of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  See 
Covenant. 

Of  warranty  and  fraudulent  represeots- 
tion.  Damages  in  action  for,  See 
Fraudulent  Representation. 

BREAKAGE 

During  removal.  Exception  of  loss  from, 
in  policy  of  insurance  of  plate  glaai^ 
See  Insurance,  VII. 

BROTHERS. 
Descent  f>etween,    See  Descent. 

BUILDER, 

Em ploymen t  of,  by  architect.  See  IVfaH 
cipal  and  Agent, 

BUILDING. 

The  Defendants,  the  corporation  of  s 
borough,  resolved  to  build  a  new  mar* 
ket-house,  and  the  Plaintifis'  tender  for 
the  works  having  been  accepted,  they 
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tigned  the  drawings,  tpecificatioD  and 
eonditions  which  had  been  prepared  and 
Bigned  by  the  Defendants'  architect.  By 
articles  of  agreement  the  Plaintiffs  agreed 
that  they  would,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Defendants'  architect,  execute  the 
works  described  in  the  specification  ac< 
eording  to  the  drawings,  designs  and 
sneeificatioa,  &c.,  and  would  perform 
aJl  the  conditions  appended  to  the  spe- 
eification:  provided  that  no  deviation 
should  be  made  from  the  drawings  and 
specification,  either  in  the  way  of  extras 
or  omissions,  without  a  written  autho- 
rity from  the  architect,  the  value  of 
such  alterations  to  be  ascertained  by 
measurement  by  the  architect,  and  priced 
at  the  contract  prices;  that  no  claim  for 
charges  for  any  extra  or  additional  work 
should  be  made  by  the  Plain tifis  without 
production  of  the  order  of  the  architect, 
signed  by  him  at  the  time  when  the  in- 
structions for  such  work  were  given. 
And  the  Defendants  agreed  to  pay  to 
the  Plain tifis  3,424/.,  subject  to  deduc- 
tions and  additions  for  extras  or  omis- 
sions, on  application  from  the  Plaintiffs, 
accompanied  by  the  certificate  of  the 
architect  that  the  sum  applied  for  was 
proper :  the  opinion  of  the  architect  with 
respect  to  the  value  of  such  works  to  be 
final  and  binding  on  the  Plaintifis.  The 
10th  condition  was,  that  if  any  dispute 
arose  between  the  contractor  and  the 
town  council  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
specification  or  conditions  of  the  contract, 
or  the  works,  the  decision  of  the  archi- 
tect as  to  the  nature,  quality  and  quan- 
tity of  the  works  snould  be  final,  and 
should  be  binding  on  both  sides,  as  re- 
garded the  value  of  any  extras  or  addi- 
tions, as  to  whfch  he  should  be  regulated 
bv  the  contract  prices.  The  total  amount 
claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs  '*  in  respect  of 
the  works  contracted  for  and  connected 
therewith''  was  made  up  of  three  sub- 
jects: first,  a  sum  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tract amount;  second,  a  sum  for  extras 
onder  the  contract;  third,  a  sum  for 
works  independent  of  the  contract.  After 
the  completion  of  the  works,  the  archi- 
tect certified  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  en- 
titled to  a  certain  sum  for  extras,  but  his 
certificate  did  not  show  the  items.  Some 
of  the  extras  were  alterations  according 
to  drawings  either  signed  or  approved 
ij.the  ardiitep^  others  according  to  a 


letter  signed  bv  him,  others  were  va> 

"     id  b  V  " " 
independent  of  the  contract,  a  pomp  and 


bally  ordered  by  him.    Of  the  works 


drains  were  constructed  in  pursuance  of 
a  resolution  of  the  town  council;  and 
they  were  useful  and  necessary.     Held: 

1.  As  to  extras:  (1  )  That  the  cer* 
tificate  of  the  architect  was  final, 
and  therefore  the  Defendants  could 
not  raise  the  qu(>stion  whether  anj 
of  the  extras  allowed  without  his 
order  in  writing,  as  required  by  the 
agreement,  had  been  duly  ordered 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract. 
(2. )  That  the  allowance  by  the  ar* 
chitect  as  to  value  was  conolnsiva 
on  the  Plaintiffs. 

2.  As  to  works  independent  of  tfaa 
contract :  That  they  were  connected 
with  the  works  contracted  for,  and 
therefore  the  certificate  of  the  ar* 
chitect,  as  to  their  value,  was  bind* 
ing  on  the  Plaintiffs. 

8.  Quaere,  whether  an  order  by  the 
corporation  under  their  seal  would 
be  necessary  to  entitle  the  Plain* 
tifi[ii  to  recover  in  respect  of  the 
works  independent  of  the  contract, 
if  they  were  not  within  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  architect  ?  Goodyear  and 
Another  v.  The  May  or ^  Aldermen^ 
and  Burgessei  of  the  Borough  rf 
Weymouth  and  Meleombe  BegU. 

Page  68 

Within  the  Reform  Act  What  is  a,  Set 
ParUament,  II.,  III.,  IV.,  V.,  VI. 

Act,  1866.  Metropolitan,  "  Other  per- 
son "  in,  See  Metropolitan  Building 
Act,  1865. 

Owner.  Cumulative  remedy  against,  un- 
der Metropolitan  Building  Act,  18-^, 
for  injury  to  adjoinmg  house.    lbid,f 

XV. 

Duty  of  occupier  of,  with  reference  to 
persons  resorting  to  by  his  invitation. 
See  Negligence^  II.,  III.,  IV. 


BUSINESS. 

Meaning  of,  in  Reform  Act.    See  Par- 
Uamentf  I. 


CANCELLING  CHARTERPAR- 

TIES. 
Sabulitated  coatmct  oo,    S«e  Shipping, 

CARRIER. 

I.  It  ira«  the  practice  of  the  Defend- 
KDt*,  ■  rail  WAV  company,  to  book 
tbmnfEli  from  Shiptan  to  Monehetlfr, 
«nd  borHFs  fo  biHiki-d  would  be  contevrd 
lo  tlie  Bwlihury  Junction,  refir  Wntvtr- 
hamplim,  and  be  carried  on  by  London 
Btid  Norlh-We$lem  ln\n%  to  Manchet- 
Irr;  but  borsm  bookml  (ioiply  from 
ShiptOH  to  Wolorrkamptim  would  be 
conveyed  to  tbe  H.  itutiuu  in  Widter- 
kamplim.  In  a  conversation  belween 
die  Plaintiff  and  tlie  «taliou-masler  of 
die  I)er«idiint»  at  Shipltm,  with  refer- 
ence to  tlie  furwarding  of  twelve  bnrseB 
of  ihe  Plaintiff  t'rnn)  tliatatniion  to  Man- 
ehetler  by  zoofli  train,  tbe  alHIion- 
naater  tolii  tbe  Plaintifr  ihat  he  had  not 
a  throuf^h  rate  to  MaiKhater;  but 
that  he  would  telegraph  lo  Woher/iamp' 
ton  for  the  boi«M  to  be  forwarded  aa 
won  a*  k  cerrain  exprest  train  of  the 
London  and  Norlh-WeMtem  Bailway 
from  London  to  Birmingham  came  in, 
and  that  tbey  would  arrive  at  Manekei- 
ttr  at  a  time  named.  In  accordance 
with  the  station •maiter' 8  directions  the 
Plaintiff  took  the  horsn  to  the  S/ia>t,m 
SiBlion  and  aaw  them  loaded,  paid  the 
hre  to  Wolverhampton,  and  ligned  a 
contract  for  their  carriage  from  Shipian 
to  Waher/iamplon,  and  a  declaration  by 
which,  in  conBideraiion  of  the  rate 
charged  for  conveyance  by  wagons 
(which  tbe  Plaintiff  knew  was  much 
Um  than  that  charged  for  the  convev- 
ance  of  hones  by  passenger  trains),  he 
agreed  that  the  horses  were  to  be  carried 
''entirefy  at  (fte  otoner'n  riih."  The 
borees  were  taken  to  the  if.  Station,  and 
Dot,  until  long  afterwards,  to  the  Bu»h- 
buiy  Junction,  and,  if  Wolverhampton 
in  tlie  written  cooiract  meant  llie  Biah- 
bury  Junction,  it  was  clear  that  they 
bad  not  been  delivered  wirhin  a  reasoa- 
able  lime,  lu  an  action  against  the  De- 
fendants OA  common  carriers :  — 

Held,  I,  That  thn«  was  evidence  to 
go  lo  the  jury  that  ^'Wolvtrhamp- 
/oB"iothecoDtrBct  meant  [he  BtuA. 
bury  Junction, 


2.  That  as  the  Defendant*  gave  tbdr 
euitomers  the  Ofition  of  two  model 
of  conveyance  fur  hones,  lite  one 
by  pBSwneiY  trains,  attended  with 
gmt  rrvponsibility  to  tlteiuselve*, 
and  at  a  higher  rsie  Uian  Uiot 
chained  for  tlie  conveyance  by 
goods  train,  tbe  condition  in  ttw 
contract  as  to  ri^-k  whs  reasonable. 

3.  That  the  condition  applied  to  rijk 
in  respect  of  injuries  to  the  Unrws 
from  accidents  whilst  on  their  jour- 
ney, and  dill  not  exempt  tbe  lit- 
fendanis  from  liibiliiy  fur  neglect- 
ing lo  deliver  within  a  reitsonnble 
time.  RMnton  v.  The  Great  Wrd- 
emJiaUiooj/  Company.       PugeW 

II.  In  a  conversation  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendanrs'  statiiin- 
masier  nt  Manchttirr  the  Plaintiff  told 
him  that  six  other  horses  which  tbe 
PJainliff  wanted  to  have  forwartled  to 
Maneheittr  from  Shiplon  would  be  de- 
livered at  Shiplon  on  iLe  following  day, 
Tuenday,  to  be  forwarded  on  that  day 
and  named  the  time  by  wbicb  he  wanted 
lo  have  them  in  Manchester;  and  ihe 
station-master  promised  that  he  woold 
telegraph  for  them  to  be  booked  tbrungb 
and  that  tbey  should  arrive  in  time.  On 
the  next  day  tbey  had  not  arrived  and 
the  station-master  told  the  Plaintiff  thU 
he  was  sorry  for  it,  and  that  he  was  not  to 
trouble  himself  more  about  them.  They 
arrived  at  Manehettrr  on  Thitriday  in 
a  state  of  exhaustion.  It  did  notappeiir 
at  what  time  ihey  had  been  delivered  at 
Shiplon,  and  though  there  was  a  written 
contract  it  was  not  produced  by  the 
Plaintiff.  Held  tJiat  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  of  uny  contract 
with  the  Defeodaots  for  the  curiae. 

Jbid. 

III.  The  Plaintiff  signed  a  consign- 
ment note,  which  stated  that  ceriiia 
goods  were  delivered  by  him  to  the  De- 
ft-ndnnts  to  be  carried  to  N.,  but  tlie 
charge  for  carriage  was  not  inserted. 
Oral  evidence  vros  given  that  the  De- 
fendants' agreement  with  tbe  Pluntiff 
before  the  note  was  signed  was  to  carry 
to  K;  a  greater  dittance ;  that  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  read  the  note;  aad 
that  tbe  sum  to  be  charged,  and  which 
was  |iaid,  was  for  the-  carriage  to  K. 
Held,  that  tbe  note  was  not  coachi- 
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CERTIFICATE 
Of  srcfaifect  uader  baildiBg 

Of  appointiiieDt  of  creditors'  Miignee. 
See  Bamkrupi,  XI. 


CESTUI  QUE  TRUST. 
See  ParUameni,  YII. 

CHANCERY, 

Attachment  for  contempt  of  order  by 
Court  of,  for  payment  of  money,  bee 
Bankrupt f  XII. 

CHARGES. 
Particular.    See  Insurance^  I. 

CHARTERPARTY. 

Clause  in,  **  Charterer's  stevedore  to  be 
employed  by  ship."    See  ShippingjW. 

Clause  in,  *<'onc-haIf  of  the  freight  to 
be  advanced  by   freighter's   accept- 
ance.   lbid,f  YI. 
VOL.  I. — C.  P. 


CHFRCHWARDEX. 
L  TW  |«rii&  4^ /Sn<^m4.  ^k««  «t 

jcft;  a»i£  tbf  «ttaw  in  iW  faiiili KMtlsiw 
^TOB  I<i*t^  o^mx  t^  tbat  y(«r«  tlio«^ 

•£»vaIlT  apfMBUn^  cWn>i«ani«M  ftr 
tke  pan»k.  awi  ia  ansT  <if  tlie  e«tr)M 
tbe  sasfs  of  tW  six  tQkmvlHft»  irfra 
vri;tm  off«w99e  the  naaMS  of  iW  six 
cliarthvanies»  rv$|«<tiTely«  Wnli  i^ 
^ard  to  the  eWtioa  of  AattliwarJeii 
lor  tiie  township  of  /VwllnM,  owt  of 
the  six,  ainonp4  other  witMSses^  iHa 
pwisefit  and  a  foraier  rector  of  the  pari^h^ 
and  as  iorooibrnt  of  aaotber  ehan:h  m 
the  parish  wKo  had  Wen  carmte  of  iha 
parish  in  l:^i26«  and  had  married  iHa 
daaghtk'r  of  a  ti>mier  recttvr  of  the  i^ariah 
who  had  held  the  rectory  for  fi^*  year»« 
and  had  told  his  Mm-in>hivv  What  tha 
custom  wa^  :i4ated  that  it  w^as  the  cut* 
torn  in  that  to\^n$hip  for  the  outgoing 
churchwarden  for  that  township  to  pre- 
sent  two  names  to  the  rector  of  the 
parish,  and  for  him  to  appoint  one.  It 
appeared,  however,  that  the  mode  of 
presentment  was  sometimes  verbal  and 
sometimes  in  writing ;  that  occasionally 
three  names  were  presented,  and  some- 
times the  rector  had  rtxiuosted  the  per* 
son  in  office  to  routiuue  in  office  for  tha 
next  year,  and  no  presentment  was 
made.  In  the  other  five  townships  the 
custom  was  for  the  inhabitants  of  each, 
by  an  annual  meeting,  to  nominate  two 
for  each  respectively,  and  for  the  rector 
to  nppoint  one ;  and  it  appeared  that 
in  1H26  a  similar  meeting  had  bean  held 
for  the  township  of  PreitwUjhf  nt  which 
it  was  resolved  that  Ave  persons,  whoid 
names  were  mentioned,  should  be  nomi- 
nated, and  that  one  of  those  was  in  ftiot 
appointed;  but,  as  he  was  the  outgoing 
cuurch warden,  there  was  nothing  to 
show  that  ho  had  not  been  requested  bv 
the  rector  to  continue  In  office.  In  1S4b| 
WhUeJUldf   one   of  the  batnletf,  was 
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separated  from  the  parisb,  and  by  oitler 
in  council  created  a  separate  rectory, 
and  thenceforth  took  no  part  either  in 
the  election  of  a  churchwarden  or  con- 
tributing to  the  rates  for  the  rest  of  the 
parit^h,  for  which,  thenceforth,  five 
churchwardens  only  were  appointed.  In 
1863  the  ratepayers  of  the  township  of 
Prestwich  at  a  vestry  meeting  nomi- 
nated the  Defendant  and  another  for 
their  names  to  be  forwarded  to  the  rector 
for  him  to  select  one  to  be  churchwarden 
for  the  township,  and,  notwithstanding 
that  the  rector,  the  resolution  having 
been  forwarded  to  him,  appointed  nei- 
ther: the  Defendant,  professing  to  act 
as  a  churchwarden  for  the  parish,  col- 
lected certain  sums  from  ratepayers  in 
the  township  of  Prestwich  in  payment 
of  cbarch  rates  for  that  year.  Upon  a 
special  case  stated  in  an  action  by  five 
persons  claiming  to  be  churchwardens 
of  the  parish,  as  representing  the  five 
townships  other  than  Whitefield,  for 
money  had  and  received,  the  Court  hav- 
ing liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact, 
Held  :— 

1.  That  the  Defendant  was  not  en- 
titled to  retain  the  money. 

2.  That  it  was  to  be  inferred  from  the 
evidence  that  the  custom  in  respect 
of  the  township  of  Prestwich  was 
for  the  outgoing  churchwarden  for 
that  township  to  present  the  names 
of  two  persons  to  the  rector,  and 
for  him  to  appoint  one  of  those  to 
be  the  chnrciiwarden  for  the  ensu- 
ing 5'ear. 

3.  Cancessunij  that  the  custom  was 
vnh'd ;  and  held,  that  it  was  not 
disproved  by  the  instances  of  occa- 
sional departure  from  it. 

4.  That  it  was  not  destroyed  by  the 
hamlet  of  Whitejield  being  sepa- 
rated from  the  rest  of  the  parish 
and  created  a  separate  rectory  in 
1848.  Bremner  and  Others  v. 
Hull.  Page  800 

II.  Held  by  Shee,  J.,  that  the  decla- 
ration of  the  deceased  rector  was  ad- 
missible.    Ibid.  Page  801 

III.  Of  the  five  Plaintifls,  the  Plain- 
tiff,  who  represented  the  township  of 
Prestwich,  and  two  others,  had  duly 
made  the  declaration  required  by  5  ^  6 
Wm.  4,  c.  62,  5.  9 ;  but  of  the  two  re- 


maining, L.  and  H,^  L.y  who  had  been 
churchwarden  for  the  preceding  year, 
and  had  made  the  declaration  then,  bad 
made  no  second  declaration,  and  H,  bad 
not  made  it  until  af^er  this  action  was 
commenced;  but  one  2?.,  who  in  the 
previous  year  had  been  churchwarden 
for  the  same  township  which  H.  now 
claimed  to  represent,  consented  to  be 
joined  as  Plaintiff.  Upon  objection  that 
two  of  the  Plaintiffs  were  disqualified, 
and  that  the  five  were  therefore  disen- 
titled by  the  statute  from  suing.  Held : — 

1.  That  under  the  23  &  24  Vict.  c. 
126,  s,  19,  if  necessary  the  name 
of  all  the  disijualified  Plaintiffs 
might  be  struck  out. 

2.  That  an  outgoing  churchwarden 
continues  in  office  without  being 
re-sworn  till  a  new  one  is  ap- 
pointed, and  therefore,  semble,  tl^t 
X.  was  not  disqualified.    Ibid. 

CLERK. 

A  clerk  of  the  peace  of  a  county  hav- 
ing been  directed  by  the  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions  to  enter  an  order  reqairing 
payment  of  a  sum  of  raooey  to  one  S, 
for  costs  incurred  by  the  justices  in  a 
litigation  between  themselves  and  him, 
which  had  been  compromised,  refused  to 
enter  the  order  for  reasons  which  he 
specified.  These  were  disallowed  by  the 
Court,  and  on  the  clerk  again  refusing 
to  enter  the  order  the  matter  was  re- 
ferred to  a  Finance  Committee,  who  di- 
rected the  treasurer  of  the  county  to 
exhibit  an  information  against  him  under 
Stat.  1  W.  Sf  M.  c.  21,  s.  6,  charging 
him  with  misdemeanor  in  his  ofiice.  The 
justices  having  heard  the  charges  in 
open  Court  dismissed  him  from  his  office. 
Held,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  brought  by  the  clerk  who  was 
dismissed  against  his  successor, 

1.  That  the  clerk  had  been  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor  in  his  ofiice  withia 
the  statute. 

2.  That  in  order  to  constitute  a  mis- 
demeanor within  the  Act  the  ofl^ce 
need  not  be  indictable. 

3.  That  as  no  fraud  was  imputed  to 
the  justices,  and  the  information 
and  judgment  were  good  on  their 
face  and  the  deckioa  was  that  of  a 
Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it 


INDEX. 


891 


was  conclusive  until  reversed  by 
due  form  of  law. 
4.  That  it  could  not  be  objected  in 
this  action  that  the  Court  who  heard 
the  information  were  incompetent 
either  because  they  were  interested 
in  the  event  or  that  they  had  di- 
rected the  prosecution,  even  as- 
snming  that  those  grounds  of  ob- 
jection would  render  their  judgment 
voidable.     Wildes  y.  Russell, 

Page  689 

Articled,  holding  "  office."     See  Attor- 
ney. 

CLERK  OF  PEACE. 
See  Clerk. 


COLLECTOR 

Of  rates.    As  to  discharge  of  surety  for, 
.   by   increase  of   responsibility.     See 
Bond,  I. 


COMMISSARIAT  STORES, 

When  waggons  conveying,  are  exempt 
from  toU.    See  Tunyjike,  11.,  III. 


COMMON  CARRIER. 
See  Carrier.    Railway  Company,  II., 


COMMON  LAW  PROCEDURE 
ACTS. 

See  Churchwarden,  III. 

Compulsory  reference  under,    See  Arbi- 
tration, I. 

Pleading  under.    See  Bankrupt,  YIII. 


COMPANIES  ACT,  1862. 

See  ParUament,  1.     Co-operative  So- 
ciety. 


COMPANY. 

Trading,    Power  of,  to  give  bill  of  sale* 
See  Bin  ff  Sale. 


Railway,  Power  of,  to  accept  bills  of 
exchange.  See  Bill  of  Exchange, 
IV.,  V. 


COMPENSATION, 

Action  on  award  of,  on  account  of 
Plaintiff's  messuage  being  injuriously 
affected  by  the  Defendants'  works. 
See  Arbitration,  II. 

COMPOSITION. 

Deed  of.  See  Bankrupt,  VI.,  VII., 
VIIL,  IX.,  X. 

Payable  within  the  statutory  time  for 
registration.    Ibid.,  VII 1. 


COMPULSORY  PAYMENT. 
See  Payment,  II. 

COMPULSORY  REFERENCE 

Under  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854.    See  Arbitration,  L 

CONCLUSIVE, 

Evidence  of  con  tract.  Consignment  note, 
not,     See  Carrier,  III. 

CONCURRENCE 

Of  husband  to  disposition  of  property  by 
his  wife,  when  dispensed  with.  See 
Husband  and  Wife,  I. 


CONCURRENT  RUNNING 
POWER?. 

By  statute.     See  Railway   Company, 
II. 


CONDITION, 

Reasonable,  within  Railway  and  Canal 
Traffic  Act,  1854,. in  contract  for  car- 
riage of  horses.    See  Carrier,  I.     . 
3p2 
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la  bond  for  performance  of  duties  of 
collector  ot  rates,  when  severable. 
See  Band,  I. 

In  bond  for  the  porformance  of  distinct 
matters.    Ibid.,  II. 

Precedent.  Clause  in  charter-party  as  to 
employment  of  stevedore,  nor,  See 
Shipping,  V. 

Precedent,  in  contract  for  sale  of  goods 
on  board  a  particular  ship.  See  CVm- 
tract,  II. 

May  be  imposed  by  judge,  where  sum- 
mons asks  for  costs.    See  Practice,  I. 

Tender  clogged  with,    Sec  Tender, 

Implied,  where  the  contract  was  to  do 
work  on  premises  of  another  which 
were  destroyed  by  fire.  See  Contraciy 
I. 

CONSEQUENTIAL  DAMAGE. 
See  Fraudulent  Representation. 


CONSIGNEE, 

Namine,  as  shipper  in  bill  of  lading. 
See  insurance,  II. 


CONSIGNMENT 

Note.  Oral  evidence  admitted  to  prove 
contract  in  addition  to  that  in.  See 
Carrier,  III, 

CONSTRUCTION 

Of  charter-party.  See  Shipping,  I.,  II., 
v.,  VI.,  Vlll. 

Of  biU  of  lading.    Ibid.,  I.,  VIII. 

Of  condition  in  bond.    See  Bond,  II. 
See  also  Contract,  II. 


CONSTRUCTIVE  TOTAL  LOSS. 
See  Insurance,  I. 

CONTEMPT 

Of  order  by  Court  of  Chancery  for  pay- 
ment of  money.  Attachment  for.  See 
Bankrupt^  XII. 


CONTRACT. 

I.  The  PlaintiflT,  by  an  agreement  io 
writing,  contracted  with  the  Defendant 
to  erect  certain  machinery  on  baildinra 
provided  by  him  and  under  his  control; 
the  works  being  divided  into  difftrent 
parts,  with  separate  prices  for  each: 
and  they  were  partly  proceeded  witL 

■  "     iffh 


Although  no  specific  ** portion" 
been  completed,  one  article  was  already 
in  use  by  the  Defendant,  when  the  build- 
ing and  machinery  were  both  destroyed 
by  fire.  Held,  that  there  was  an  implied 
promise  un  tiie  part  of  the  Defi^ndaot  to 
provide  and  keep  up  the  building,  and 
that  the  Plain tiii' was  entitled,  upon  the 
implied  contract,  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  work  done.  Appleby  and  Another  v. 
Myert.  Page  628 

II.  The  Plain  tiifs  bought  of  Defendant 
500  bales  of  cotton,  guaranteed  October 
shipment,  to  arrive  in  Liverpool  per  ship 
or  ships  from  Calcutta.  The  cotton  to 
be  taken  from  the  quay:  customary 
allowance  of  tare  and  draft,  and  the  in- 
voice to  be  dated  from  date  of  delivery 
of  last  bale ;  to  be  in  merchantable  con- 
dition, and  the  damaged,  if  any,  to  be 
rejected  if  it  could  not  be  made  mer- 
chantnble.  The  ship  Talavera  was  de- 
clared by  Defendants,  and  on  her  arrival 
the  cotton  was  landed  on  the  quay,  bat, 
before  giving  the  Plaintiffs  the  delivery 
order,  it  was  removed  and  warehoused. 
The  Plaintiffs  then  refused  to  accept 
Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  that  the  clause  suting 
that  delivery  was  to  be  ''  ex  quay"  was 
a  stipulation  introduced  for  the  benefit 
of  the  vendors,  and  not  a  condition  pre- 
cedent on  which  the  vendees  could  rely. 
Neill  and  Others  v.  Whitworth.       832 

For  sale  of  goods.    See  Frauds,  Statute 
of. 

Building,     See  Building. 

To  give  a  guarantee.    See  GuanuUee, 

X.,  JLX. 

Written,  eiplained  by  parol  evideDoe. 
See  Carrier,  I. 

Oral  evidence  admitted  to  prove  parol, 
in  addition  to  written.     Ibid.,  III. 

Alteration  of,  without  tareties'  consent. 
See  Bond,  IL 
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Subetitated,  on  cancelling  charter-party. 
See  Shipping,  IX. 

CONTRACTOR 

For  supply  of  stores  for  the  use  of  her 
Majesty's  forces.    See  Turnpike^  II., 


CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Negligence,  V.,  VI. 

CONVICTION, 
Plea  in  bar  of  a.    See  Assault, 

CO-OPERATIVE  SOCIETY. 

A    co-operative    society    established 
under  "The  Industrial  and   Provident 
Societies  Act,  1862"  (15  &  16  Vict.  c. 
31),  was,  after  the  making  by  the  De- 
fendants, who  were  the  executive  com- 
mittee, of  a  promissory  note  sued   on, 
registered  under  "The    Industrial    and 
Provident  Societies  Act,   186-2"  (25  & 
26  Vict.  c.  87),  and,   after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  was  ordered  to 
be  wound  up,  for  which  purpose  proceed- 
ings were  going  on  in  a  County  Court, 
pursuant  to  sect.  17  of  the  latter  Act 
The  note  was  in  the  following  form  : — 
** Twelve  months    after    date  we,   the 
undersigned,  being  members  of  the  ex- 
ecutive committee,  on  behalf  of  the  Lon- 
don and  South-VVestern  Railway  Co- 
operative Society,  do  jointly  promise  to 
pay  W,  G.  or  order  the  sum  of  100/. 
▼aiue  received ;  and  was  signed  by  the 
seven  Defendants  and  witnessed  by  the 
secretary  of  the  society.    The  Defend- 
ants having  objected  at  the  trial  that 
they  were  not  personally  liable,  and  that 
the  suit  could  not  be  proceeded  with  as 
the  Plaintiff  had  not  obtained  the  leave 
of  the  Court  as  required  by  the  20'2nd 
section  of  "The  Companies  Act,  1862" 
(25  &  26  Vict.  c.  80),  the  pointo  were* 
reserved,  and  they  were  allowed  to  add 
a  plea  founded  on  that  section.     Held :  ~ 

1.  That  the  defence  founded  on  that 
section  could  not  be  pleaded. 

2.  Tiiat  the  objection,  if  any,   was 
ground  for  an  application  to  the 


County  Court  in  which  the  society 
was  being  wound  up. 
8.  That    the  Defendants  were   per- 
sonally liable.    Gray  v.  Raper  and 


Others. 
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COPY 


Of  protection.  Liability  of  ofBcer  for 
detaining  bankrupt  after  pepod  neces- 
sary for  obtaining.     See  Bankrupt^ 

A  XX. 


CORPORATION, 

Aggregate.  Power  of,  to  accept  bills  of 
exchange.  See  Bill  of  Exchange. 
IV. 

Seal  of,  in  case  of  building  contract. 
See  Building. 


COSTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  judge,  where  sammons 
asks  for.    See  Practice^  I. 

Of  elegit.    See  Tender. 

Where  Plaintiff  admits  a  set-off,  and 
less  than  20/.  is  recovered.  See  Set^ 
off. 


COUNCIL, 

Order  in,  creating  new  rectory.     See 
Churchwarden^  I. 


COUNTY  COURT, 

Jurisdiction  of,  after  a  winding-up  order, 
to  stay  action.  See  Co-operative 
Society, 

See  Set'Of. 


COUNTY  VOTE. 
See  Parliament,  VII.,  et  seq. 

COURT 

Power  of,  to  review  decision  of  jadge  as 
to  admissibility  of  deposition.  See 
Deposition. 


I 
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Revi««  of  deoMOD  of  iDferior  tribunal  i 

by  mperior,    See  Clerk. 
Of  DiTorce.    Judfcmrat  of,  not  alteriag; 

lUtua  of  the  parties.    See  Huibam 

md  Wife,  II.  I 

Of  Chancery.  Attacbment  for  contempt  j 

of  order  for  payment  of  money  by, 

See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

COUSINS. 
Detcent  between.    See  Deseml. 

COVENANT. 

F.,  tenant  for  life,  demised  premises 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  a  term  of  yean,  and 
bef<HV  the  expiration  of  the  term,  ex- 
ecated  another  lease  of  the  pn-wieea  to 
the  PlaintiS'  from  the  end  of  that  term, 
for  twenty-one  ymn,  on  payment  of 
400/.  premium  nnd  ]75f.  rent;  anil  the 
■ecoDd  lease  contained  a  covenant  fur 
quiet  enjoyment  during  the  term  thereby 
granted,  hut  the  Plaintiff  never  had  pos- 
sesion under  the  new  lease.  P.  having 
died,  the  remainderman  repudiated  the 
second  lease  as  having'  been  made  nitra 
Tires,  and  the  PlaintifF  was  obliged  to 
accept  a  fresh  lease  for  seven  years  at  a 
rent  of  30U/.  lu  an  action  for  breach  of 
the  covenant  the  clirecliun  to  the  jury 
was,  that  "the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
be  indemnified  fur  what  he  had  lost  undiT 
the  breach  of  covenant,  and  to  recover 
the  difference  in  value  between  the  old 
and  new  leases."  Held,  affirmiag  the 
decision  of  the  C.  P.,  that  the  direction 
was  right.  Lock  t.  Parte  Page  379 
Byiecita].    See  JSanArvpT,  VIII. 


Infected  with  cattle  plague.  See  Frau- 
dulent Repreaetitatum. 

CREDITOR 

Hay  arrest  bankrupt  though  protected, 
for  debt  contracted  subsequent  to 
adjudication  and  before  find  exami- 
nation.   See  Baitkng>t,  IV.,  V. 

Debtor  and.  Ibid.,  VI^  VII.,  VIII,, 
IX.,  X. 


CREDITORS'  ASSIGNEE. 
See  Boninipf,  XI. 

CROSS  ACTION. 
See  supping,  VIL 

CROSSING 

level.      See    AnTuqr 


CUMULATIVE  REMEDY. 
See  MetropolUm  BuUdmg  Act,  1855, 


For    appointing    churchwarden. 
CAurcAimn/fn,  1. 


I  CUSTOMS. 

Wherein  pursnance  of  an  nndentand- 
ing  with  a  peison  in  Engltatd,  a  foreign 
correspondent  sends  faim  goods  of  one 
denomination  concealed  in  packages  of 
another   denomination,    in   violation  of 

I  the  Customs  Amendment  Act,  1859,  23 
&  23  Vict.  c.  37,  the  person  to  whom 
the  goods  are  lent  is  a  person  causDg 
them  to  be  imported  wiiliin  sect.  6  M 
tbut  statute ;  hut  he  is  not  an ''  imporlrr  " 
within  the  detiniliunin  sect.8.  Budn- 
berg,  App.,  Ruberli,  Hesp.       Page  838 


Appreciable,    See  Land, 
Consequential,     See  Fraudulent  Rtprt- 


DANCING  AND  MUSIC. 
To  what  entertainmeol,  Uoenoe  tot,  ei- 
tenda.    Set&age. 
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DATE, 

Id  notice  of  objection  to  overseers.    See 
Parliament^  X.,  XI.,  XII. 


DEBT, 

Arrest  for,  within  12  k  13  Vict.  c.  106, 
8,  113.    See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

Incurred  after  adjudication  of  bankrupt 
and  before  final  examination.  Pro- 
tection order  does  not  extend  to.  See 
Bankrupt,  IV.,  V. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR, 

See  Bankrupt,  VI.,  VII.,  VIII.,  IX., 
X. 

Action  against  sheriff  for  escape  of 
debtor.    See  Sheriff, 

'     DECEASED  RECTOR. 
Declaration  of,     See  Ckwrchuyardcn,  1 1. 

DECLARATION, 

In  action  on  policy.  Amendment  of, 
by  stating  interest  in  Plaintiffs'  prin- 
cipal refused.     See  Insurance,  IV. 

Of  deceased  rector.  See  Churchwarden, 
II. 

By  churchwarden  before  entering  office 
under  stat.  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  62,  8.  0. 
Ibid.,  III. 

DEED. 

Composition.  See  Bankrupt,  VI.,  VII., 
VIII. 

Of  inspectorship.     Ibid,,  IX.,  X. 


DEFAULT, 

Wilful,  meanino^  of,  in  rule  of  sea  pre- 
scribed by  Merchant  Shipping  Act. 
See  Shipping,  II. 


DEL  CREDERE  AGENT, 

Advance  to,  not  payment  to  principal. 
See  Payment,  I. 


DELAY. 
See  Shipping,  VII. 

DELIVERY 

Within  reasonable  time.    See  Railway 
Company,  II. 

"  Ex  quay."    See  Contract,  IL 


DEMISED  LAND, 

Not  conterminious  with  encroachment 
on  waste  by  tenant.  See  Encroach' 
ment,  I. 


DEPOSIT, 
Payment  of,  on  sale  of  land.    See  Sale. 

DEPOSITION. 

Stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  8.  10,  enacts, 
that  no  examination  or  deposition  to  be 
taken  by  virtue  of  that  Act  shall  be  read 
in  evidence  at  any  trial,  without  consent, 
'*  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judge,"  that  the  examinant  or 
deponent  is  unable,  from  permanent  sick- 
ness or  other  permanent  infirmity,  to 
attend  the  trial.  In  order  to  admit  the 
deposition  of  a  witness,  evidence  was 
given  by  a  person  not  a  medical  man, 
that  he  had  seen  him  four  days  before, 
that  he  was  upwards  of  eighty  years  of 
age,  and  that  he  was  so  ill  as  to  be  un- 
able to  move  from  his  bed.  An  affidavit 
by  a  medical  man  was  also  tendered. 
The  judge  expressed  himself  "satisfied" 
with  the  oral  evidence,  and  admitted  the 
deposition.    Held : 

1.  That  the  court  in  banc,  in  virtue 
of  its  general  jurisdiction  to  super- 
vise all  proceedings  before  its  juoj^es 
and  officers,  has  power  to  review 
the  decision  of  a  judge  under  this 
enactment. 

2.  It  will  not,  however,  interfere  un- 
less satisfied  that  substantial  in- 
justice has  resulted  firom  his  deci- 


sion. 


8.  <*  Permanent  sickness"  means,  not 
necessarily  an  incurable  sicknessi 
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but  a  sickneM  of  a  g^rave  and  serious 
character,  and  at  least  so  permanent 
as  to  make  it  morally  certain  that 
there  is  no  prospect  of  the  attend- 
ance of  the  witness  at  those  assizes 
or  sittings;  and,  per  Byles  and 
Smitlij  Jj.y  the  interpretation  of 
the  term  may  differ  according  to 
circumitances. 
4.  Semble,  tliat  the  proof  adduced  to 
satisfy  the  judge  need  not  neces- 
sarily be  legal  evidence.  Duke  of 
Beaufort  v.  Crawshay,  Page  638 
See  Shipping f  II. 

DESCENT. 

The  grandfather  of  a  testator  having 
been  attainted  for  treason,  went  abroad 
and  married,  and  had  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, J,  and  M.,  both  of  whom  married 
and  had  issue.  By  letters  patent  of  30 
Geo.  3,  certain  lands  were  granted  to 
A,  •/.,  the  elvlest  son  of  J,^  in  fee,  who 
devised  them  to  F,,  his  first  cousin,  and 
the  eldest  son  of  3/.,  fur  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  T,  his  son  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  issue  in  tail  male,  &c., 
and  **  in  default  of  such  issue  to  the  use 
of  his  own  right  heirs,*'  and  died  with- 
out issue.  The  will  also  contained  a 
residuary  devise  in  favour  of  the  testa- 
tor's uidow.  All  the  limitations  for  life 
and  in  tail  male  failed,  and  in  ejectment 
the  representative  of  the  residuary  de- 
visee claimed  the  lands  against  the  re- 
presentative of  2v.'s  daughter,  she  being 
oeiress  of  the  testator,  upon  the  grouna 
that  no  person  in  lineal  descent  from  her 
great  grandfather  could  be  heir  to  the 
testator,  and  that  the  estates  passed  under 
the  residuary  devise.    Held : 

1.  That  the  marriage  of  the  testator's 
erandfather  abroad,  after  his  attain- 
der, was  valid,  and  the  issue  of  such 
marriaee  legitimate ;  and  semble,  it 
would  liave  been  the  same  had  the 
marriage  taken  place  in  this  country. 

2.  That  It  IS  a  rule  of  law  that  a 
descent  between  brothers  is  imme- 
diate, and  that  the  father  need  not 
be  named  in  the  pedigree  as  a  link 
in  tracing  the  inheritance  from  a 
brother  who  has  died  seised  to 
another  brother ;  but  only  as  a  link 
in  tracing  the  consanguinity. 

8.  That  in  like  manner  where  the 
descent  is  between  coaains,  it  is  not 


necessary  that  the  common  ancestor 
should  bie  named  as  a  link  in  tracing 
the  inheritance;  and  tliat  F,^  the 
cousin  of  the  testator,  from  whom 
the  defendant  traced  his  title,  was 
the  testator*s  heir. 
4.  QuuBre,  whether,  in  case  the  testa- 
tor had  left  no  heir,  the  estatn 
would  have  gone  to  the  residuary 
devisee  or  haveescheated.  Kynmdrd 
V.  LeaUe.  Page  521 


DESCRIPTION, 

In  affidavit  filed  with  bill  of  sale,  of  ''re- 
sidence and  occupation"  of  company 
giving  bill  of  sale.    See  BiU  of  Sale, 

DESTRUCTION 
Of  premises  by  fire.    See  Contract,  I. 

DETAINING 

Bankrupt  after  period  necessary  for  ob- 
taining copy  of  protection.  Liability 
of  officer  for.    See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

DETENTION 
In  gaol.    See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

DEVIATION. 
See  Shipping,  VII. 

DEVISE. 
Residuary,    See  Descent. 

DIRECTION 

To  jury  in  action  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage.    See  Marriage,  1. 

In  action  for  negligence  where  there  is 
contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff.  See  Negligence,  V.,  VI. 

DIRECTORS 

Putting  their  signatures  under  seal  of 
bill  of  sale,  not  attesting  witn< 
See  BiU  of  Sale. 
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DISCHARGE 

Of  flarm  fBraeoOectar  of  imMbris- 
of  rapoaabilitT.  Sf«  BtmJy  L 


EASEMRNT. 


DiseoxocR 

Of  foreifni  Inll  of  rzcbuige.    Notice  of. 


DISMISSAL 
Of  clerk  of  peace.    Set  Ckrk. 

DISPOSITION 

Of  reTersionary  interest  by  married 
woman  withont  ber  bnsband's  con- 
currence.    See  Husband  amd  Wife,  I. 

DISTRESS 

For  rent-charge.  See  Par/uim«i/,  XIV. 

For  rent.  Owner  of  eroods  on  premises 
of  another  clearing  them  from  a.  See 
Payment,  II. 

DIVERTISSEMENT. 
Ballet,    See  Stage. 

DIVORCE  COURT, 

Judgment  of,  not  altering  status  of  the 
parties.    See  Husband  and  Wife,  II. 

DUTIES 

Of  office.  Bond  for  due  performance  of. 
See  Bond,  I. 

DUTY. 

Statutory,  When  persons  intending  to 
perform  a,  are  entitled  to  notice  of 
action.  See  Metropolitan  Building 
Act,  lS5b,  I.,  il.,  III. 

Of  occupier,  of  building  with  reference 
to  persons  resorting  thereto  by  his  in- 
vitation.   See  Negligence,  II. 


EJECTMENT. 

Tile  Pkiatiflrf  ia  an  aetioii  of  ^jcct* 
est,  bnmght  to  rvcorer  possecsion  of  a 
house,  was  repi>esentatiTe  of  the  nort- 
gagee  of  the  hoase,  which,  with  toiua 
otMT  premises,  had  been  mortsajred  by 
the  lather  of  the  Defendant  in  1830.  A 
jadginent  by  default  io  ejectment  was 
obtained  by  the  mortgagea  in  1847, 
when  possession  of  all  the  mortgaged 
premises,  except  the  house,  was  given  up 
to  him,  the  mortgagor  and  his  represen- 
tatives retaining  possession  of  the  house 
till  the  present  action.  No  writ  of  pot- 
session  was  executed ;  and  there  nad 
been  no  payment  of  rent  and  no  entry 
within  twenty  years.  Held,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  possession  of  the 
house  by  the  mortgagee  in  1847,  or  of 
the  creation  of  a  new  tenancy  under  him 
in  that  year,  and  that  there A)re  the  Sta* 
tote  of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  27, 
$s,  7  and  10,  was  a  bar  to  the  action. 
Locke  V.  Matthews,  13  C.  B.,  N.  S. 
753,  distinguished.  Thorp  v.  Faeejf  and 
Another.  Page  678 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBER  OF 
PARLIAMENT. 

See  Parliament. 


ELEGIT. 
Costs  of.    See  Tender. 

EMPLOYMENT 

Of  builder  by  architect.    See  Principal 
and  Agent, 

ENCROACHMENT. 

I.  Where  a  tenant  encroaches  upon 
the  waste,  the  neanien  of  the  encroach- 
ment to  the  demised  premises  is  an  ele- 
ment in  the  consideration  as  to  whether 
it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  made  the 
encroachment  for  the  benefit  of  his  land- 
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lord ;  but  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
raise  such  presumption,  that  the  en- 
croachment should  be  conterminous  with 
the  demised  land.  The  Earl  of  Lis- 
bume  V.  Davies  l^^ge  172 

II.  The  Defendant  was  tenant  of  a 
farm  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  bounded 
on  one  side  by  a  fence,  on  the  outside  of 
which  was  a  small  river  separated  in 
some  places  from  the  fence  by  a  narrow 
strip  of  land,  described  as  of  no  value. 
More  than  twenty  years  ago  one  J,  2>., 
a  labourer,  and  cousin  of  the  Defendant, 
inclosed  from  the  waste  of  the  manor, 
of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  lord,  a  field 
of  four  acres  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
river,  and  the  Defendant,  as  he  stated, 
apon  the  completion  of  the  inclosure, 
which  took  three  years  to  make,  paid 
his  cousin  4/.  for  his  rights,  and  thence- 
forth occupied  it  with  the  farm  down  to 
the  expiration  of  his  tenancy.  In  dry 
seasons  his  sheep  and  cattle  could  pass 
through  a  gap  in  the  farm  fence  and 
across  the  nver  into  tlie  field ;  but  there 
was  no  way  from  the  farm  to  the  field 
for  carts,  and  they  could  only  be  taken 
there  bv  being  allowed  to  pass  through 
the  inclosed  lands  of  third  parties.  In 
ejectment  for  the  field  (the  Court  having 
liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  and 
having  inferred  that  J.  D.  made  the  in- 
closure as  servant  of  the  Defendant,  and 
not  for  his  own  benefit) :  Held,  that  it 
was  to  be  presumed  that  the  Defendant 
had  made  the  encroachment  for  the 
benefit  of  his  landlord;  and  that  such 
presumption  was  not  rebutted  by  the 
fact  that  it  was  separated  from  the  farm 
by  the  river  and  narrow  strip  of  land. 

Ibid, 

ENTERTAINMENT  OF  THE 
STAGE. 

See  Stage. 


ERROR 
In  fact.    See  Irregularity. 

ESCAPE. 

Measure  of  damages  in  action  against 
sheriff  for.    See  Sheriff. 


ESCHEAT. 
See  Descent. 

ESTOPPEL 

From  disputing  genuineness  of  bill  of 
exchange.      See  Bill  of  Exchangej 

Between   parties.      See    Husband  and 
Wife,  II. 


EVIDENCE. 

Admissibility  in,  of  deposition  under 
1  WUL  4,  c,  22,  s,  10.  See  Deposi- 
tion. 

Power  of  Court  to  review  decision  of 
Judge  as  to  such  admissibility.    IbUL 

Affidavit  of  Defendant  contradicting  and 
explaining,  on  motion  for  new  trial 
in  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage.   See  Marriage,  III. 

Parol,  to  explain  written  contract.  See 
Carrier y  I. 

Oral,  to  prove  a  contract  additional  to 
written  one.    Ibid.,  III. 

Of  contract  for  carriage  of  horses  by 
railway,  insuflScient.     Ibid.,  I. 

Of  negligence.  What  not  amounting  to, 
in  action  against  railway  company 
for  personal  injury.     See  Negligence j 

Of  happening  of  accident,  in  action 
against  owner  of  house.     IbUL,  YIl. 

Of  insurable  interest,  what  is  prima 
facie,  but  not  conclusive.  See  In- 
surance, II. 

Of  offence  by  licensed  victualler  in  open- 
ing house  for  sale  of  fermented  liquor 
on  Sunday.  See  Licensed  Vtctumler, 
II. 

Of  usage  in  respect  of  "  particular  ave- 
rage.'*   See  Insurance^  I. 

Before  justice  licensing  removal  of  cat- 
tle not  to  be  inquired  into  by  Quarter 
Sessions.    See  Appeal,  II. 

Of  encroachment  by  tenant  on  waste. 
Presumption  raised  by,  See  £k- 
croacJimeni. 
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To  support  a  plea  id  bar  of  a  convic- 
tion by  a  magbtrate,  what  induflfi- 
cient.     Sec  Assault, 

Of  possession  of  house  by  mortgagee. 
See  Ejectment, 

When  certificate  of  appointment  of  cre- 
ditors' assignee  oonclusive,  See  Bank- 
rupt y  XI. 

See  also  Churchwarden,  I. 

EXAMINATION 

Of  witnesses  abroad  on  inteirogatories. 
See  Shipping^  1 1. 

EXCEPTION 

In  policy  of  insurance  of  plate  glass,  of 
loss  from  fire  or  breakage  during  re- 
moval.    See  Insurance,  VII. 

EXCESSIVE  DAMAGES 

In  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riHge.    See  Marriage,  II. 

EXECUTION. 

Irregular,  Setting  aside,  on  terms  of 
bringing  no  action.    See  Practice,  I. 

Owner  of  goods  unon  premises  of  an- 
other clearing  tnem  from,  for  rent. 
See  Payment,  II. 

EXEMPTION 

From  toll,  of  yeomanry  officer.  See 
Volunteer. 

From  toll  of  threshing  machine.  See 
Turnpike,  I. 

EXPUNGING 

Name  of  voter  without  objection.  See 
Parliament,  XV. 


"  EX  QUAY." 
Delivery  of  goods,    See  Contract,  II. 

EXTRAS. 

Architect's  certificate  in  respect  of,   See 
Building. 


FACT, 

Question  of,  fit  to  be  decided  by  a  jury, 
arising  on  compulsory  reference  to 
master.    See  Aroitratian,  I. 

Error  in.    See  Irregularity, 

What,  to  be  assumed  in  special  case.  See 
Partnership,  IV. 


FARMING. 
See  Parliament,  I. 

FEES 

Of  messenger.  See  Bankrupt,  I.,  II., 
III. 

FERMENTED  LIQUOR, 

Opening  house  for  sale  of,  on  Sunday. 
See  licensed  Victualler, 

FIRE. 

Condition  to  be  implied  in  contract  to 
do  work  on  the  premises  of  another 
destroyed  by.     See  Contract,  I. 

Loss  from.  Exception  of,  in  policy  of  in- 
surance of  plate  glass.  See  Insur- 
ance, VII. 

Lighting,  within  fifty  feet  of  eentre  of 
highway.    See  Highway. 

FOREIGN 

Bill  of  exchange.  See  BiU  of  Ex- 
change, I,,  II. 

FORGERY. 
See  BiU  of  Exchange,  III. 

FRANCE. 
Law  of.    See  BiU  of  Exchange,  II. 

FRAUD, 

Charge  of,  on  compulsory  reference. 
See  ArbUration,  I. 
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When  not  to  be  assamed  in  special  case. 
See  Partnership,  IV. 


FRAUDS.     STATUTE  OF, 

I.  A  written  admission  by  a  par- 
chaser  to  his  agent  that  he  bad  bought 
certain  goods  for  hiin  is  a  sufficient  note 
or  memorandum  of  the  bargain  between 
him  and  the  vendor  to  satisfy  sect  17 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car,  2, 
c,  3.     Gibson  and  Another  v.  Holland, 

Page  1 

II.  So  held,  where  the  Defendant 
having  commissioned  R,  to  buy  fbr  him 
a  mare  belonging  to  the  Plaintiffs,  R, 
on  the  15th  May  wrote  to  the  Defend- 
ant, that  he  had  bought  the  Plaintiffs' 
mare  for  42/.,  and  asked  for  a  cheque ; 
and  on  the  25th  the  Defendant  wrote  to 
R,  that  he  only  returned  home  the  day 
before,  or  he  would  have  at  once  an- 
swered his  letter  and  sent  a  cheque  fur 
the  mare  which  he  had  bought  for  him, 
and  promised  to  send  a  cheque.        Ibid, 

III.  Some  cheese  and  candles,  ver- 
bally ordered  by  the  Defendant,  were 
sold  and  sent  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff, 
with  an  invoice  which,  in  the  usual 
form,  stated  the  names  of  the  buyer  and 
seller,  and  the  quantities  and  prices  of 
the  goods.  The  Defendant  returned  the 
invoice,  with  a  note  signed  by  him  in- 
dorsed tkpon  it,  stating  ''The  cheeses 
came  to-day  but  I  did  not  take  them  in, 
for  they  were  very  badly  crushed;  so 
the  candles  and  cheese  are  returned:" 
Held,  that  the  note  referred  to  and  re- 
cognized the  contract  stated  in  the  in- 
voice, and,  with  the  invoice,  constituted 
a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the  bargain 
within  the  17th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3.  Wilkinsan 
V.  Evans.  Page  552. 

See  also  Guarantee. 


FRAUDULENT  REPRESENTA- 
TION. 

The  Defendant,  who  was  a  cattle 
dealer  and  butcher,  knowing  that  a  cow 
which  he  had  recently  bought  was  a 
foreign  cow,  and  that  she  was  suffering 
from  an  infectious  disease,  but  not  know- 


ing that  the  disease  was  the  cattle 
plague,  from  which  she  died  shortly 
afterwards,  sold  her  to  the  Plaintiff,  a 
farmer,  warranting  her  to  be  sound,  and 
falsely  representing  that  she  was  an 
English  cow  which  had  come  from  his 
father's  farm,  and  that  she  was  free 
from  disease.  The  Plaintiff  having 
placed  her  in  a  cow-house  with  Bve  of 
his  other  cows,  they  became  infected  by 
the  cattle  plague,  from  which  the  cow 
which  he  had  bought  was  in  fact  suffer- 
ing and  died:  Held,  in  an  action  con- 
taining c(^nts  on  the  warranty  and  for 
the  fraudulent  representation, — 

1.  That  under  the  latter  counts  the 
value  of  the  five  cows,  as  well  as 
that  of  the  cow  which  the  Plain- 
tiff had  bought,  was  recoverable, 
his  loss  in  respect  of  both  those 
grounds  of  damage  beincf  the  di- 
rect and  natural  result  of  the  De- 
fendant's representations. 

2.  Qusere,  whether  the  loss  in  respect 
of  the  five  cows  could  have  been 
recovered  in  an  action  simply  for 
the  breach  of  warranty.  MuVett 
V.  Mason  Page  779 

FREEHOLD  TENEMENT. 
See  ParUamenly  XIV. 

FREIGHT, 

By  bill  of  lading,  made  payable  as  per 
charterparty.    ^e  Shipping y  WW. 

Prepayment  of.    Ibid,,  VI. 

Guarantee  of.    Ibid.^  IX. 

Insurance  of.    See  Insurance^  I. 

Additional,    Liability  for.     Ibid. 

FRUSTRATION 
Of  objects  of  voyage.     See  Shipping^ 

GAOL. 
Detention  in.    See  Bankrupt,  XI  I. 


GATE 

At    level  crossing  of   highway. 
Railway  Company^  I. 


See 


GENERAL  TURNPIKE  ACT. 
&•  to  exemption  from  toll  of  tbretbiog 
mocliioe.     l>e«  Turnpike,  I. 


Plate, 


GLASS. 
See  Ituurance,  VIL 


GOOD&. 

Contract  for  aale  of.  See  Rvud$.  Sta^ 
Ittle  of, 

Owner  of,  on  premiaet  of  another  clear- 
ing them  from  a  distraw  for  renL  See 
Pm/mtnlf  II. 

Imported,  of  one  JeuomiDfttion  concealed 
ID  goodi  of  another.    See  Ctutomt. 


GUABANTEE. 

I.  A  contract  to  give  a  ^arantee 
BBBingt  the  debt,  default  or  mucarriage 
ot  anotlier  is  within  the  4th  tectioa  of 
tlie  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  8. 
MaUett  V.  Baleman.  Page  lOU 

II.  The  Defendant  rerbally  promised 
the  PlHinliff  that  if  be  nould  supply  C. 
with  goodii,  and  take  his  (C'.'b)  accept- 
ance to  a  bill  at  one  month,  and  would 
indorse  it  to  the  Dcfendunt,  he  would 
diicaunt  it  at  3/.  per  cenL  and  indem- 
nify tlie  Plainiiff  from  the  payment 
thereof.  In  an  action  for  not  discount- 
ing the  bill  and  indemnify inq;  tbe  Plaia- 
tiH':  Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
tbe  C.  P.,  that  this  was  a  promise  re- 
quired by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in 
writing.  Ibid. 
Of  freight.    See  Shipping,  IX,    Itmtr- 

See  also  Bond. 

HIGHWAY. 

The  lighting  of  a  fire  within  fifty  feet 
of  the  centre  of  the  bighway  is  not  an 
offence  within  statute  6  &  6  WiU.  i,  e.  SO, 
f.  72,  unless  it  be  done  "  to  the  injury 
of  such  bigbway,  or  to  the  injury,  in- 
terruption, or  persocial  danger  of  any 
person  travelling  thereon."  Stinton, 
A  pp.,  Browning,  Heip.  Page  263 

Line  of  railway  croMing,  on   a  level. 

See  Saihoaif  Ctmgituiy,  I. 


Acceptance  of  bill  of  ekcbaoge  for.    See 
BiUo/Exehanj/e,  HI. 


Opening,  for  sale  of  fermented  liqaon  on 
Sunday.     See  Licttued  VkhudUr,  II. 


,,  III.,  IV. 

Ilnd.,  VII. 


HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

I.  A  husband  lived  apart  frora  hia 
wife  under  an  arrangement  by  wbich 
she  alluwed  him  an  income  out  of  ber 
separate  estate.  Akhnugh  they  ocnn- 
giied  different  dwellings  they  occasionally 
visited,  and  the  husband  sometimes  slept 
at  his  wife's  house,  and  once  or  twice 
ibey  took  excursions  together  Into  tbe 
country.  Tbe  wife  having  succeeded  to 
a  reversionary  iniereat  in  certain  pro- 
perty, the  husband  applied  to  her  to 
increase  his  allowance,  and  on  her  re- 
fusal endeavoured  to  obtain  her  consent 
by  threats  of  annoyance  and  molesta- 
tion ;  and  he  refused  to  concar  in  a 
proposed  dirposition  of  that  reveraionary 
interest  by  way  of  settlement  on  the 
marriage  of  her  daughter  by  a  former 
busband.  Held,  that  here  wasa  "living 
apart"  sufficient  to  justify  the  Conrt  in 
making  an  ordiT  under  slat  3  Jc  4 
WiU.  4.  c.  74,  ».  91,  and  20  fc  21  Tiet. 
e.  67, 1. 1,  dispensing  with  the  hasband'i 
concurrence.     Ae  Alice  Rogert, 

Page  80 

II,  In  an  action  for  neceiearies  sup- 
plied to  the  Defendant's  wife  whilst 
living  apart  from  him,  to  which  the 
Defendant  pleaded  only  never  indebted. 
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the  defence  relied  on  was  the  adultery 
of  the  wife,  which  it  was  sought  to  esta- 
blish conclusively  by  putting  in  a  record 
and  proceedings  in  the  Divorce  Court, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  in  a  suit 
instituted  by  the  Defendant  against  his 
wife  for  dissolution  of  marriaj^e,  the  jury 
had  found  the  adultery,  but  that  the 
petition  had  been  dismissed  upon  the 

ground  that  in  a  cross  suit,  instituted  by 
le  wife,  it  was  proved  that  he  also  had 
committed  adultery.  Held,  that  as  the 
judgment  of  the  Divorce  Court  did  not 
alter  the  status  of  the  parties,  it  was 
not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  adultery 
of  the  Defendant's  wife,  as  between  him 
and  a  stranger.     Needham  y.  Bremner. 

Page  731 

ILLEGAL 
Partnership.    See  Parliament,  I. 


ILLNESS. 

As  to  admissibility  of  depositions  in  evi- 
dence in  case  of.     See  Deposition. 

IMPLIED  CONDITION. 

When  the  contract  was  to  do  work  on 
the  premises  of  another  destroyed  by 
Ere,     See  Contract,  I. 

"IMPORTER," 

Meaning  of,  in  Customs  Amendment 
Act,  1869.    See  Customs. 

INCREASE 

Of  sureties'  risk  when  no  discharge.  See 
Bond, 

INDORSEMENT 

Of  bill  of  exchange  drawn  and  accepted 
in  England  payable  in  France,  by 
drawer  in  England.  See  Bill  of  Ex- 
change, I. 

Of  bill  of  lading  by  consignor  and  re- 
indorsement  to  him.  See  Shipping, 
IIL 

On  invoice  a  memorandum  of  bargain. 
See  Frauds,  Statute  of.  111. 


INDUSTRIAL  AND  PROVIDENT 
SOCIETIES  ACTS. 

See  Co-operative  Society. 


INDUSTRY. 

A^ricultral  and  commercial. 
liament,  II. 


See  Par- 


INFERENCES  OF  FACT. 

Special  case  empowering  Court  to  draw 
reasonable.    See  Partnership,  IV. 


INFERIOR  TRIBUNALS 

Not  bound  by  reasons  given  in  judg- 
ments of  House  of  Lords.  See  Part- 
nership, III. 


INJUNCTION 

Under  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act,  1854,  for  undue  preference  in 
receiving  at  railway  station  ffoods  for 
forwarding  the  same  night,  bee  MaU- 
way  Company,  III. 


INJURIOUS  AFFECTION 

Of  a  messuage,  traverse  of,  as  to  part 
of  claim  for  compensation  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act.  See 
Arbitration,  II. 


INJURY, 

Action    for   personal,    against   railway 
company.     See  Negligence,  I. 

See  also  as  to  actions  for  personal  injury, 
Ibid.  II.,  III.,  IV.,  VII. 


INSPECTORSHIP. 
Deed  of.    See  Bankrupt,  IX.,  X. 

INSURABLE  INTEREST. 
See  Insurance,  II.,  III. 
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INSURANCE. 

I.  By  a  policy  of  marine  insurance  in 
the  ordinary  form,  the  Defendants  in- 
sured the  chartered  freight,  payable  at 
home,  of  the  Plain tifis*  vessel,  5.,  on  her 
voyage  from  America  to  the  United 
Kingdom,  "  warranted  free  from  parti- 
cular average;  also  from  jettison,  unless 
the  ship  should  be  stranded,  sunk  or 
burnt."  The  policy  contained  the  ordi- 
nary suing  and  labouring  clause,  with 
an  express  declaration  that  the  acts  of 
insurer  or  insured,  in  recovering  the 
property  insured,  should  not  be  con- 
sidered as  waiver  or  acceptance  of  aban- 
donment On  the  voyage  the  ship  put 
into  Rio  in  distress,  and  was  so  damaged 
as  to  become  a  constructive  total  loss, 
but  the  goods  were  removed,  and  being 
placed  in  another  ship,  reached  the  port 
of  discharge  in  safety.  There  was  no 
notice  of  abandonment,  and  the  chartered 
freight  was  paid.  The  Plaintifis  claimed 
as  for  a  total  loss,  and  also,  under  the  suing 
and  labouring  clause,  for  the  expenses 
of  trans-shipment,  and  for  freight  of  the 
substituted  ship,  which,  with  expenses  at 
Miot  did  not  exceed  the  chartered  freight. 
Held: 

1 .  That  the  expenses  incurred  were  of 
a  cliaracter  to  be  within  the  suing 
and  labouring  clause. 

2.  That  apart  from  the  question  of 
usage,  the  suing  and  labouring 
clause  is  applicable  to  all  cases  in 
which  the  underwriter  is  saved  from 
liability  to  loss,  whether  partial  or 
total,  and  whether  an  abandonment 
does  or  may  possibly  take  place  or 
not ;  and  that  the  occasion  on  which 
the  said  expenses  where  incurred 
was  within  that  clause. 

3.  That  the  provision  in  the  policy  as 
to  warranty  a^rainst  particular  aver- 
age only  limited  the  insurance  to 
total  loss  of  the  freight  by  the  perils 
insured  against,  without  reference 
to  extraordinary  labour  or  expense 
which  might  be  incurred  by  the 
assured  ift  preserving  the  assured 
from  loss. 

4.  Semble,  that  evidence  was  receiv- 
able to  show  that  the  phrase  '*  par- 
ticular average"  had  an  understood 
meaning,  according  to  which  it  did 
not  indude  **  particular  charges ;" 


and  that  such  usage  was  to  be  taken 
as  part  of  the  contract.  Kidston 
and  Another  v.  T?ie  Empire  Marine 
Insurance  ConqKxny  {limited). 

Page  433 

II.  The  fact  of  a  person  being  named 
both  shipper  and  consignee  in  a  bill  of 
lading  is  primdfacie,  but  not  conclusive, 
evidence  of  an  insurable  interest  in  him. 
If  he  is  a  mere  agent  without  lien  on 
the  goods,  or  possession  of  them  as 
bailee,  or  liability  to  account  for  their 
loss  by  the  perils  insured  against,  he  has 
no  insurable  interest.  Seagrave  v.  The 
Union  Marine  Assurance  Oompany. 

Page  302 

III.  Semble,  a  mere  agent  without 
possession  or  lien  has  not  an  insurable 
interest  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
goods,  simply  because  his  name  appears 
in  the  bill  of  lading  instead  of  that  of 
his  principal.  Ibid, 

IV.  The  PlainjtifF's  firm,  brokers  at 
Liverpool^  having  received  an  order  from 
M.^  of  Londonderrt/f  to  ship  him,  as 
they  were  in  the  habit  of  doing,  some 
guano,  wrote  to  M.  that  they  had  en- 
gaged a  ship  to  deliver  the  goods,  and 
stated  the  price;  and  asked  hffh  if  he 
proposed  to  insure.  M,  insured  the 
goods ;  and  neift  day  replied  to  Plaintiff 
thus :  *'  I  cannot  understand  this  (the 
price),  when  I  know  that  M,  L,  sup^ 
plies  you  guano  in  Scotland  at  0/.  I5s. 
net  there  to  dealers;  besides,  I  look  as 
heretofore  for  the  special  allowance  made 
to  me  at  the  origin  of  our  transactions ; 
and  now  that  you  are  making  some 
arrangements,  it  may  be  as  well  that  I 
should  know  how  we  are  to  get  on  for 
the  future."  M,  did  not  countermand 
the  goods;  and  the  Plaintiff  shipped 
guano,  of  which  D.  &  Co.  were  the 
sellers.  On  receipt  of  3f.'s  letter,  the 
same  day,  4th  March,  he  obtained  from 
the  captain  a  bill  of  lading  making  the 
goods  deliverable  at  Londonderrif,  ''to 
the  order  of  O,  S.  &  Co.  (the  Plaintiff's 
firm)  or  their  assigns ;"  and  by  the  in- 
voice the  goods  were  described  as  '*  de- 
livered to  account  of  ilf."  Plaintiff's 
firm  also  on  that  day  insured  the  goods 
with  the  Defendants.  On  the  7th  the 
ship  and  cargo  were  totally  lost.  On 
the  9th  M,  and  the  Plaintiff  met,  while 
ignorant  of  the  loss,  and  having  agreed 
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as  to  price,  the  Plaintiff  thereapon  in- 
dorsed the  bill  of  lading:*  and  handed  it, 
with  the  invoice,  to  M,,  who  accepted 
a  bill  for  the  amount  Af.  then  brought 
an  action  ajirainst  his  underwriters,*  re- 
covered 1,200^,  and  was  paid  1,150/., 
and  this  was  the  amount  at  which  the 
goods  were  VHlued  in  the  now  Plaintiff's 
policy,  and  M.  paid  D.  &  Co.  in  full. 
The  Plaintiff  then  brought  this  action, 
averring  an  interest  in  himself,  and 
claiming  in  effect,  and  really  for  the 
benefit  of  3f.,  the  following  items— viz., 
50/.  of  the  former  verdict  not  paid,  40/-, 
extra  costs,  104/  difference  between  the 
interest  which  he  recovered  and  the 
interest  which  he  had  to  pay  his  own 
bankers  in  order  to  raise  money,  and 
20/.  travelling  expenses,  not  alleged  to 
be  connected  with  the  insurance;  and 
he  obtained  a  verdict  for  200/.  Held, 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  insurable  in- 
terest; and  the  Court  refused  to  amend 
the  declaration  by  inserting  a  statement 
of  interest  in  Plaintiff's  principal,  on 
the  ground  that  M,  was  the  real  Plain- 
tiffin  the  action.  Ibid, 

V.  The  warranty  of  seaworthiness, 
which  is  implied  on  the  part  of  the  as- 
sured in  respect  of  a  ship,  does  not  ex- 
tend to  lighters  not  belonging  to  the 
ship,  but  employed  for  the  landin^^  of 
the  cargo  at  the  port  of  discharge.  Lnne 
and  Another  v.  Nixon,  Page  586 

VI.  To  a  declaration  on  a  voyage 
policy  in  the  usual  form,  by  which  the 
Plaintiff  insured  certain  goods  from 
Liverpool  to  Melbourne^  '^  including  all 
risk  to  and  from  the  ship,'*  and  it  wns 
provided  thut  the  adventure  upon  the 
goods  should  continue  '*  until  the  same 
be  there  (i.  e.,  at  Melbowne)  discharged 
and  safely  landed,''  alleging  an  average 
loss  by  the  perils  assured  against,  the 
Defendant  pleaded  that  the  injury  hap- 
pened after  the  goods  had  been  dis- 
charged from  the  ship,  and  while  they 
were  in  a  lighter  (which  it  was  conceded 
did  not  belong  to  the  ship)  intended  to 
convey  them  from  the  ship  to  the  shore, 
and  that  the  lighter  was  not  seaworthy 
for  the  purpose,  and  the  injury  was 
caused  solely  by  such  unseaworthiness. 
Held,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to 
the  action.  Ibid, 

YII.  A  policy  reciting  an  agreement 
for  insurance  of  plate  glass,  not  horizon- 


tally placed  or  moveable,  **  from  loss 
or  damage  originatlhg  from  any  cause 
whatsoever,  except  fire,  breakage  during 
removal,   alteration   or   repair  of  pre- 
mises," insured  the  Plaintiff  against  all 
damage  and  loss  *'  by  or  from  any  cause 
whatever,  except  only  as  above  speci- 
fied ;"    subject    to  the    condition  that 
within  ten  days  of  the  loss  notice  should 
be  given  to  the  manager  or  some  known 
agent  of  the  company.      A  fire  broke 
out  in  a  house  adjoining  the  Plaintiffs, 
and  extended  to  the  back  of  his  premises, 
thirty  yards  from  his  shop  windows;  be 
began  to  remove  his  furniture  and  stock 
in  trade,  and  called  in  some  neighbours 
to  assist  him :  a  crowd,  attracted  by  the 
fire,  pulled  down  the  window  shutten^ 
broke  the  plate  glass  windows,  and  stole 
his  goods.    Z.  was  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany  through    whom    the   policy  was 
effected,  but  before  the  fire  the  De- 
fendants had  transferred  their  plate  glass 
insurance  business,  with  all  liabilities,  to 
another  company.      The  Plaintiff  sent 
in  his  claim  to  X.  the  day  after  the  fire, 
who  forwarded  it  to  the  new  companv. 
Held : 

1.  That  the  loss  did  not  originate  from 
fire  or  from  breakage  during  re- 
moval within  the  exception  in  the 
policy. 

2.  That  the  notice  to  L,  was  a  snffi- 
cient  compliance  with  the  condition. 
Marsden  v.  The  CUy  and  County 
Asmrance  Company.  Page  53 

INTERESSE  TERMINI. 
See  Covenant, 


INTEREST. 

Insurable.    See  Insitrance,  II.,  III. 
Of  tribunal  in  event     See  Clerk, 

INTERROGATORIES. 

Examination  of  witnesses  abroad  oo, 
See  Shipping f  II. 

INVITATION. 

Person  resorting  to  a  building  in  the 
course  of  business  by  occupier's,  Ac- 
tion by,  for  personal  injury  from  negli- 
gence.   See  Negligence,  II. 
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INVOICE, 

Indorsement  on,  a  Diemorandnm  of  bar- 
gain.   See  Frauds,  Statute  of ^  111, 

IRREGULAR  EXECUTION, 

Setting  aside,  on  terms  of  bringing  no 
action.    See  Practice,  I. 

IRREGULARITY. 

Upon  a  judgment  after  verdict  for 
Defendant,  Plaintiff  assigned  as  error 
in  fact,  that  all  the  special  jurors  who 
had  been  struck  were  not  summoned  ; 
that  by  reason  thereof  and  the  names  of 
the  said  special  jurors  not  havinff  been 
called  oyer  at  or  after  10  o'clock,  the 
hour  named  in  the  summons,  only  ten 
special  jurors  attended  and  were  sworn, 
and  that  two  talesmen  were  thereupon 
sworn  on  the  said  jury.  Held,  that 
there  was  no  error,  the  matters  com- 
plained of  being  irregularities,  which 
ought  to  have  been  complained  of  to  the 
Court  below  on  motion.  Irwin  v.  Sir 
George  Orey,  Bart,  Page  1 13 


JUDGE, 

Jurisdiction  of,  where  summons  asks  for 
costs.    See  Practice,  I. 

Order  of,  acquiescence  in.    Ibid,,  III. 

Decision  of,  as  to  admissibility  of  depo- 
sition. Power  of  Court  to  review.  See 
Depotitum. 

Order  of,  for  reference  by  consent.  See 
Arbitration,  III. 

JUDGMENT 

Of  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  See 
CUsrk. 

Of  Divorce  Court,  not  altering  status  of 
parties.    See  Husband  ana  Wife,  tl. 

Of  House  of  Lords.  Effect  of,  See  Part- 
nership, II.,  III. 

JURISDICTION 

Ofjudge,  where  summons  asks  for  costs, 
bee  Practice,  I. 

VOL.  I. — C.  p. 


Judgment  of  Court  of  competent.  See 
Clerk, 

Of  County  Court,  after  a  winding-up 
order,  to  stay  action.  See  Co-opera' 
tive  Society, 


JURY, 

Direction  to,  in  action  for  breach  of 
promise  of  marriage.    See  Marriage, 

In  action  for  negligence  where  there  is 
contributory  negugence  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiff.    See  Negligence,  V,, 

Process.    See  Irregularity. 


JUSTICES, 

Appeal  from,  under  20  &  21  Vict,  c,  43, 
s.  3.    See  Appeal,  I. 

Licence  of,  to  remove  cattle.    Ibid,^  II. 

Of  Quarter  Sessions.  Dismissal  of  clerk 
of  peace  by,    See  Clerk. 

LAND. 

In  order  to  sustain  an  action  for  de- 
priving land  of  its  lateral  support  by 
excavation  in  land  adjoining,  damage  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  an  appreciable  extent 
must  be  proved.  Smttri  v.  Thackerah 
and  Another,  Page  616 

Demised,  not  conterminous  with  en- 
croachment on  waste  by  tenant.  See 
Encroachment,  I. 

Relation  of  value  of  building  to  value 
of,    See  Parliament,  IV.,  V.,  VI. 

Sale  of.    See  6^. 


LANDING, 

Of  goods  imported  in  a  ship  from  foreign 
parts.    See  Shipping,  I. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Encroachment  on  waste  by  tenant.    See 
Encroachment, 
See  also  Covenant, 
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LANDS  CLAUSES  CONSOLIDA- 
TION  ACT. 

Award  under,    See  ArbiiratUm,  IL 


LATERAL  SUPPORT 
To  land.    See  Land, 

LAW. 

Question  of,  fit  to  be  decided  by  Court, 
arisincT  on  compulsory  reference.  See 
Arbi^athn,  I. 

Of  France.    See  BiU  of  Exchange,  L, 

LEASE. 

Ultra  vires  by  tenant  for  life.  See  Co' 
venant, 

LETTER, 

By  purchaser  to  his  a^ent,  admitting  that 
he,  the  agent,  had  bought  goods  for 
him.    See  Frauds,  Statute  rf,  I.,  IL 

LEVEL  CROSSING. 
See  Railway  Company,  I. 


LIABILITY 

Of  architect's  employes  to  builder.  See 
Principal  and  Agent, 

To  action  for  breach  of  implied  promise 
to  perform  award.  See  ArbUratian. 
IIL 

LICENCE. 

Of  justices  to  remove  cattle.  See  Ap^ 
peal,  II. 

For  dancing  and  music,  to  what  kind  of 
performance  it  extends.    See  Stage. 


LICENSED  VICTUALLER. 

I.  Persons  arriving  bv  train  at  a  rail- 
way station  distant  a  mile  from  the  town 
in  which  they  reside,  and  persons  resi- 
dent in  the  town  who  go  to  the  station 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  a  train,  are 
**  travellers''  under  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  49, 
«.  1.    Teajche,  A  pp.,  Colman,  Resp. 

Page  803 


II.  The  Appellant  kept  a  public-home 
just  outside  a  railway  station,  about  a 
mile  from  the  town  of  S, ;  and  on  a 
Whit-Sunday,  at  about  half-past  eleven 
in  the  morning,  three-quarters  of  an 
hour  after  the  arrival  of  an  esccnrsion 
train,  eighteen  persons  were  found  at 
the  house  smoking  and  drinking,  and 
amongst  them  four  persons  who  fived  at 
S,,  one  of  whom  was  smokine,  and  the 
others  drinking.  Upon  being  asked 
whether  he  called  Uie  person  who  was 
smoking  a  traveller,  the  Appellant  ad- 
mitted that  he  belonged  to  S,,  but  also 
stated  that  he  was  not  aware  that  any 
S,  people  had  been  in  the  house.  Held, 
that  upon  this  evidence  the  justices  were 
not  bound  to  convict  the  Appellant  of 
an  offence  under  stat  11  k  12  Fid. 
c.  40,  «.  1,  for  opening  hb  house  within 
the  prohibited  hours.  Ibid, 


LIEN, 

Of  shipowner  for  freight  against  char- 
terer's assigns.    See  Shipping,  VIIL 
See  also  Ibid.,  VL 


LIGHTER, 

Employed  to  land  cargo. 
ance,  V.,  VI. 


See  /finir- 


LIMITATIONS. 

Statute  of  (3  &  4  WilL  4,  e.  27).     See 
Ejectment, 

LINE 

Of  railway  crossing  highway  on  a  level 
See  Railway  Company,  I. 


LIQUOR, 

Sale  of  fermented,  on  Sunday.    See  Xi- 
censed  Victualler. 


LIST 

Of  voters,  revision  of.    See  Parliament, 
XV. 
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LIVING  APART, 

What  is  sufficient,  to  justify  an  order 
dispensing  with  the  busMind's  con- 
currence m  a  disposition  by  a  married 
woman.    See  Husband  and  Wife,  I. 

LOAD, 

Shipowner's  duty  to,  notwithstanding 
cuarterer  does  not  appoint  a  stevedore 
according  to  charterparty.  See  Ship^ 
ping,  V. 

LORDS. 

Efiect  of  judgment  of  House  of,  See 
Partnership,  XL,  III. 


LOSS 

Originating  from  fire  or  breakage  dur- 
ing removal  excepted  in  policy  of 
insurance  of  plate  glass.  See  Inntr^ 
anee,  VII. 

Of  one  vessel  where  frcieht  of  two  is 
guaranteed.    See  Shipping,  IX. 

MAINTENANCE 

Of  action.  Plea  to  farther.  See  Bank" 
nqft,  VIIL 

MARINE  INSURANCE. 
See  Insurance,  I.,  II.,  III.,  IV.,  V.,  VI. 

MARRIAGE. 

I.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage,  wherein  it  is  laid  as  special 
damage  that  the  Defendant  debauched 
the  Plaintiff  and  ruined  her  character,  it 
would  be  misdirection  to  tell  the  jury 
that  they  might  ^ve  her  damages  as  a 
solatium  for  the  mjured  feelings  of  her 
parents  and  family ;  but,  where  the  De- 
fendant is  a  person  of  property,  they 
may  take  into  their  consideration  not 
only  the  Plaintiff's  pecuniary  loss  in  not 
becoming  his  wife,  but  the  injury  done 
to  her  future  prospects  of  marriage,  her 
injured  feelings  and  affections,  and  the 


mortification  she  must  suffer  in  not  being 
able  to  look  her  family  in  the  face. 
Berry  v.  Da  Costa,  Page  291 

II.  In  such  action  the  damages  can- 
not be  measured  by  a  known  stand- 
ard as  in  commercml  cases;  but  the 
amount  is  peculiarly  a  question  for  the 
jury ;  and  where  no  witnesses  were  called 
for  the  Defendant,  and  it  appeared  that 
imputations  had  been  cast  upon  tlie 
Plaintiff,  a  person  in  humble  life,  and 
her  witnesses,  which  failed,  and  the  jury 
gave  2,600/.  damages  against  the  De- 
fendant who  was  a  person  of  property  ; 
and  a  new  trial  was  asked  for  simply 
upon  the  ground  that  the  damages  were 
excessive,  the  application  was  refused. 

Ibid. 

III.  Quiere,  whether,  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  an 
affidavit  made  by  the  Defendant,  con- 
tradicting and  explaining  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial,  can  be  properly  used 
m  support  of  an  application  on  hb  be- 
half for  a  new  trial.  Ibid, 

Abroad  after  attainder.    See  Descent, 


MARRIED  WOMAN, 

Disposition  by,  without  the  concurrence 
of  husband.  See  Husband  and  Wife,  I, 


MASTER, 

Compulsory  reference  to,  of  matter  of 
account    See  Arbitration,  I. 


MEASURE 

Of  damages.    See  Marriage,  I.,  IL; 
Covenant;  Sheriff. 


MEMBER 

Of  Parliament     As  to  voting  for,    See 
Parliament,  ^ 


MEMORANDUM 

In  writing  of  bargain.     See  Frauds* 
Statute  of, 
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MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACTS. 

The  2drd  section  of  the  '<  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  1854"  (17  &  18  Vict, 
c,  I04)y  directs  that  in  ascertaining  the 
registered  tonnage  of  steam  vessds,  a 
certain  allowance  shall  be  made  for  the 
space  occupied  by  the  propelling  power, 
and  rules  for  the  measurement  of  the 
space  are  set  out  in  numbered  para- 
graphs. Section  29  provides  that  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs  may,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Trade, 
''make  such  modifications  and  altera- 
tions as  from  time  to  time  become  ne- 
cessary in  the  tonnage  rules  hereby  pre- 
scribed, in  order  to  the  more  accurate 
and  uniform  application  thereof,  and 
effectual  carrying  out  of  the  principle  of 
fid  measurement  therein  adopted."  Held, 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  that  the  term  "  tonnage 
rules"  in  the  latter  section  does  not 
extend  to  the  provision  of  the  2drd  sec- 
tion, directing  what  allowance  shall  be 
made  for  the  propelling  power,  but  re- 
fers only  to  the  rules  of  measurement 
set  out  in  the  numbered  paragraphs  of 
that  section.  City  of  Dublin  Steam 
Packet  Company  v.  Thompson,  Page  360 

See  Shipping^  I.,  II. 


MESSENGERS'  FEES. 
See  Bankrupt,  L,  11.^  III. 


METROPOLITAN  BUILDING 
ACT,  1866. 

I.  By  the  Metropolitan  Building 
Act,  1865,  18  &  19  Vict,  c,  122,  s,  108, 
*'  No  writ  or  process  shall  be  sued  out 
against  any  district  surveyor  or  other 
person  for  anything  done  or  intended  to 
DC  done  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act"  until  one  month  after  notice;  and 
every  such  action  shall  be  brought  within 
six  months  after  the  accrual  of  the  cause 
of  action.  Sect.  83  (8)  gives  to  a  build- 
ing owner  ''a  right  to  cut  into  any  party 
structure  upon  condition  of  making  good 
all  damage  occasioned  to  the  adjoining 
premises  by  such  operation."  By  sect. 
94,  a  building  owner  who  fails  to  make 
good  any  damage  he  uiny  occasion  to 
adjoining  premises  by  works  auUiorissed 


to  be  executed  by  him  incurs  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  20/.  for  each  day\iuriDg 
which  such  failure  continues.  The  De- 
fendant, in  fulfilling  a  contract  with  a 
building  owner  to  build  a  house  adjoin- 
ing the  house  of  the  Plaintiff,  so  negli- 
gently du^  the  ground  for  the  founda- 
tion of  tne  house  about  to  be  built 
and  underpinned  the  partv-wall  that  the 
Plaintiff's  house  was  injured.  Held: 
that  the  words  ''other  person,*'  in 
sect.  108,  included  onlv  official  persons 
discharging  official  duties  cast  upon  them 
by  the  Act,  or  persons  doing  some  act 
in  respect  of  which  thev  were  perform- 
ing or  intending  to  perform  a  statutory 
duty.    WUUams  v.  Golding,       Page  Id 

II.  That  the  Defendant  therefore  was 
not  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under 
that  section.  llnd, 

III.  Per  Erie,  C.  J.,  that  the  De- 
fendant having  broken  Uie  condition  on 
which  he  was  empowered,  under  sect  83, 
to  do  the  act  complained  of,  supplied 
another  reason  why  he  was  not  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  sect.  108.  Ibid^ 

IV.  Per  Erie,  C,  J.,  that  the  remed? 
in  sect.  04  was  cumulative.  Ibid, 


MISCONDUCT. 
Statutory,    See  Railway  Company,  I. 

MISDEMEANOR 

Under  Highway  Act,  by  lighting  fin 
within  60  feet  of  centre  of  highway. 
See  Highway, 

In  office  by  clerk  of  peace.    See  Ckrk 

MISJOINDER 
Of  Plaintiffs.    See  Churchwarden,  IIL 

MISTAKE. 
Mutual.    See  BiU  of  Exchange,  Ilf. 

MODIFICATION 

Of  "  tonnage  rules."     See  Merchari 
Shipping  Acts, 


MOSEY  PAID. 


MUSIC  AND  DANCING, 
To  what  eoiertainment  licence  for,  ei 


MUTUAL  MISTAKE, 
See  Bmqf  Exchange,  III. 


NECESSARIES. 
Action  for.    See  Htubaad  and  Wyi, 


NEGLIGENCE. 

I.  Tlie  Defenilants,  a  railway  com- 
pany, had  at  one  of  their  Btatioaa  a  stair- 
case, used  to  eanble  paesengera  to  escend 
from  the  platforni  to  the  street;  the 
stairs  were  six  feet  wide,  and  were  nosed 
with  a  strip  of  brass  SJ  inches  \a  width, 
which  had  worn  smooth  and  slippery, 
and  were  not  provided  with  any  hand- 
rail. The  Plaintitf,  who  for  eighteen 
months  had  been  in  the  almost  daily 
liabit  of  travelling  on  the  line  and  using 
the  Btair«,  in  ascending  them  in  the  day- 
lif^ht,  slipped  upon  the  brass  nosing  and 
was  injured:  Held,  per  ErU,  C.  J., 
WilUi  and  Smith,  JJ.  {Keating,  J., 
dubitante),  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants to  go  to  the  jury.  Crofter  v. 
Tke  Metropolitan  Raihoay  Company. 

Page  164 

II.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  occupier  of  a 
building,  with  reference  to  persons  re- 
sorting thereto  in  the  course  of  bnsiness 
upon  his  invitation,  express  or  implied, 
to  exercise  rca»onablc  care  to  prevent 
daniBge  happening  to  them  from  unnsnal 
danger  in  the  construction  of  the  pre- 
mises, of  which  he  has  or  ought  to  have 
knowledge.    Indermaur  v.  Damu. 

Page  243 

III.  The  patentee  of  a  gas  regulator, 
who  employed  the  plaintiff  as  journey- 


man, having  agreed  to  supply  his  patent 
gas  regulator  to  the  Defendant,  a  sugar 
refiner,  upon  the  terms  that  if  it  effected 
a  certain  saving  it  was  to  be  considered, 
after  teat,  u  purchased,  on  a  Saturday 
sent  the  Plaintiff  and  two  other  work- 
men to  the  Defendant's  refinery  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  it;  but,  the  Plaintiff 
beine  intoxicated,  he  was  not  alluwed 
by  the  Defendant  to  do  the  work,  and 
he  did  not  enter  the  premises,  aud  tho 
machine  was  fixed  by  the  other  work- 
men.  On  the  following  Monday  it  was 
arranged  between  the  patentee  and  the 
Defendant  that  the  action  of  the  r^u- 
lator  should  be  tested  on  the  next  <»>y, 
and  the  patentee  accordingly  sent  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  refinery  for  that  pur- 
pose. On  one  of  the  floors  there  was  a 
shaft  4  feet  3  inches  square  and  39  feet 
3  inches  deep,  used  fur  moving  sugar. 
The  shaf^  was  necessary,  usual  and  pro- 
per in  the  way  of  the  Defendant's  busi- 
ness; and,  when  in  use,  it  was  necewary 
and  proper  that  it  ohould  be  open  and 
anfenced;  and,  when  not  in  use,  it  was 
sometimes  necessnry  that  it  should  be 
open  fur  ventilation  ;  but  it  was  not 
necessnry  that  when  not  in  use  it  should 
be  nnfeiiced,  and  it  might  then,  without 
injury  to  the  business,  nave  been  fenced 
by  a  roil.  The  Plaintiff,  whilst  on  that 
floor  engaged  in  the  operation  of  testing, 
and  when  the  sbaFt  waa  not  in  use,  but 
was  open  and  unfenccd,  under  circum- 
stances as  to  which  the  evidence  was 
conflicting,  but  accidentally,  end,  as  tbe 
jury  found,  without  anv  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  his  part,  fell  down  tbe  shaft 
and  was  seriously  hurt:  Held,  that  there 
was  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  in  the  Defendant's  premises  by 
the  tacit  invitation  of  the  Defendant, 
upon  business  in  which  he  was  concerned ; 
(hat  there  was,  by  reason  of  the  shaft, 
unusual  danger  known  to  the  Defend- 
ant; that  the  Plaintiff  sustained  damage 
by  reason  of  that  danger  and  of  the 
neglect  of  the  Defendant  and  bis  ser- 
vants to  use  reasonable  and  sufficient 
means  to  avert  it  or  warn  him  of  it,  and 
therefore  had  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  the  DefendanL  Ibid.  244 

IV.  Any  dutv  on  the  part  of  tbe  oc- 
cupier of  a  building  to  provide  lor  the 
lialety  of  a  master  workman  employed 
to  do  work  there  is  equally  owiug  to  the 
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eervaDt  workman  whom  he  may  lawfollv 
send  in  his  place.  Ibia. 

V.  In  all  actions  for  negligence,  ^here 
there  is  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Plain^ff,  the  proper  qnestioo 
to  be  left  to  the  jury  is  that  laid  down 
in  Tuffy.  Warman,  6  C,  B,,  N.S.5Sb, 
viz.,  whether  the  damage  was  occasioned 
entirely  by  the  negligence  or  improper 
conduct  of  the  Defendant,  or  whether 
the  Plaintiff  himself  so  far  contributed 
to  the  misfortune  by  his  own  negligence 
or  want  of  ordinary  and  common  care 
and  caution^  that,  but  for  such  negli- 
gence or  want  of  ordinary  care  and 
caution  on  his  part,  the  misfortune  would 
not  have  happened.  Walton  v.  The 
Londoriy  Brighton  and  South  Coast 
Railwai/  Company.  Page  424 

VI.  In  an  action  for  negligence,  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  horse  and 
cart  were  drawn  up  opposite  his  shop 
and  left  unattended,  and  that  a  horse 
and  van  of  the  Defendants  were  drawn 
up  two  or  three  feet  in  the  rear  of  the 
cart,  and  also  left  unattended.  No  per- 
son actually  saw  the  circumstances  lead- 
ing to  the  accident;  but  it  seemed  that 
the  two  vehicles  had  been  in  collision, 
and  the  evidence  was  conflicting.  The 
judge,  in  summing  up,  withdrew  from 
the  jury  the  question  of  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff: 
Held,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial  for 
misdirection.  ]bid, 

VII.  The  Defendant  was  the  owner 
of  a  house,  one  of  the  windows  of  which, 
in  an  upper  storey,  looked  into  a  passage 
which  separated  the  house  from  the 
neighbouring  premises.  The  Plaintiff 
was  lawfully  in  the  passage  loading  a 
truck,  when  a  ladder  inside  a  room  on 
that  storey,  from  some  unexplained  cause, 
fell  against  and  broke  the  window,  and 
a  piece  of  the  glass  fell  into  the  Plain- 
tiff's eye.  The  Defendant  was  a  coffee 
roaster,  but  there  was  no  evidence  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  room,  within 
which  the  ladder  was,  was  used  by  the 
Defendant,  or  as  to  how  the  ladder  got 
there:  Held,  that  there  was  no  prima 
facie  evidence  of  negligence  against  the 
Defendant.    Higgs  v.  Maynard,      581 

Gross.     See  Shipping,  II. 

By  railway  company  in  not  keeping 
gate  at  crossing  closed.  See  Raiiway 
Company,  I. 


NEW  TRIAL, 

Affidavit  of  Defendant  on  motion  for,  in 
action  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage.   See  Marriage,  IIL 

NOTE 
Of  bargain.    See  Frauds.    Statute  qf, 

NOTICE 

Of  action.  See  MetropoUtan  BuUdxng 
Act,  1855,  II. 

Of  clum  served  on  agent  of  an  insurance 
company  which  transferred  its  busi- 
ness and  liabilities  to  another  com- 
pany.   ^e%  Insurance^  W\, 

Of  dishonour  of  foreign  bill  of  exchange. 
See  Bin  ofExehmge,  I. 

Of  objection  to  overseers.  See  ParSa- 
ment,  VIII.,  IX.,  X ,  XL,  XII. 

OBJECTION, 

Notice  of,  to  overseers.  See  ParSa' 
ment,  VII L,  IX.,  X.,  XL,  XII. 

Expunging  name  of  voter  without.  IMd^ 
XV. 

OCCUPATION 

As  tenant    See  ParUcunenty  I. 

Residence  and,  Description  of,  in  affidt- 
vit  filed  with  bill  of  sale.  See  Bti7  ^ 
Sale, 

OCCUPIER 

Of  building,  his  duty  with  reference  to 
persons  resorting  ttiereto  by  bis  invita- 
tion.   See  Negligence,  II.,  III. 

OFFENCE 

By  making  a  fire  within  fifty  feet  of 
centre  of  highway.     See  Highway, 

By  licensed  victualler  in  opening  bouse 
on  Sunday  for  sale  of  fermented  h'qaor. 
See  Licensed  Victualler,  11. 

OFFICE. 

Articled  clerk  holding.    See  Attorney. 

Bond  for  due  performance  of  dotiesofl 
See  Bond,  I. 

Of  clerk  of  peace.  Miademeanoor  io, 
See  Clerh. 
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OFFICER, 

As  to  exemption  of,  from  toll  under 
Volunteer  Act,  1863.     See  Volunteer. 

Liability  of,  for  detaining  bankrupt  after 
period  necessary  for  obtaining  copy  of 
protection.     See  Bankrupt ,  XII. 

OFFICIAL  PERSONS. 

When  entitled  to  notice  of  action.  See 
MetropoUtan  Building  Act,  1855,  I., 


IL 


OPENING  HOUSE 


For  sale  of  fermented  liquors  on  Sunday. 
See  Licensed  Victualler,  II. 


OPTION 

Of  appointing  stevedore^  g^ven  to  char- 
terer b^  stipulation  m  charterparty. 
See  Shipping,  V. 

ORAL 

Evidence  admissible  to  prove  contract 
additional  to  a  written  contract.  See 
Carrier,  III. 


ORDER. 
Protection,      See  Bankrupt,  IV.,   V., 

xn. 

Judge's,  Acquiescence  in,  See  Practice, 
IIL 

Judge's,  for  reference  by  consent  See 
Arbitraiion,  III.,  IV. 

Of  Court  of  Chancery  for  payment  of 
money.  Attachment  for  contempt  of. 
See  iunkrupt,  XII. 

In  Council  creatine  new  rectory.     See 


J. 


Ctiurchwarden 


"OTHER  PERSON," 

Meaning  of,  in  Metropolitan  Building 
Act,  1855,  s.  108.  See  Metropolitan 
Building  Act,  1855,  I. 

OVERSEERS. 

Notice  of  objection  to.  See  Parliament, 
VIII.,  IX.,  X.,  XI.,  XII. 


OWNER. 

Building.  See  Metropolitan  Building 
Act,  1855. 

Of  goods  imported  from  foreign  parts, 
his  rights  under  bill  of  lading  and 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment 
Act,  1862,  agamstsuipowner  in  respect 
of  landing.    See  Shqiping,  I. 

Of  goods  upon  the  premises  of  another 
clearing  them  from  a  distress  for  rent. 
See  Payment,  II. 

Of  house.     See  Negligence,  VIL 


PARISH 

Consisting  of  several  townships.      See 
Churchwarden, 


PARLIAMENT. 

Borough  Vote, 

I.  "  The  Companies  Act,  1862"  (25 
&  26  Vict.  c.  89),  ».  4,  after  prohibiting 
the  formation  of  banking  partnerships 
consisting  of  more  than  ten  persons,  un- 
less registered  under  that  Act,  or  formed 
in  pursuance  of  some  other  Act  or  of 
letters- patent,  enacts, that  "no company, 
association,  or  partnership  consisting  of 
more  than  twenty  persons  shall  be  formed, 
afler  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  other 
business  that  has  for  its  object  the  acqui- 
sition of  gain  by  the  company,  associa- 
tion, or  partnership,  or  by  the  individual 
members  thereof,  unless  it  is  registered 
as  a  company  under  this  Act,  or  is 
formed  in  parlance  of  some  other  Act 
of  Parliament,  or  of  letters- patent,  or  is 
a  company  engaged  in  working  mines 
within  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Stannaries."  Forty -six  persons 
having  formed  a  partnership  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  votes  and  making  a 
profit  out  of  a  farm,  the  former  bemg 
the  principal  object,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  F.,  by  which  they  agreed 
to  take  the  farm  as  tenants  at  will  at  a 
rent  of  473/.  lOs.  per  annum.  The  farm 
consisted  of  142  acres,  and  there  was  a 
building  on  it  worth  6/.  per  annum,  in 
which  the  whole  business  of  the  farm 
was  conducted  ;  and  the  partners  having 
entered  *'in  pursuance  of"  the  agree- 


912  IMC 

ment,  appointed  one  or  tbemwlves  ma- 
nager, who  farmed  the  estate  oa  their 
account.  The  partoerahip  wa»  not  re- 
Kiatered  under  ■■  The  Companiea  Act, 
1863,"  aor  formed  in  pureaaDce  of  an; 
other  Act,  or  of  letten-patent.  Held, 
I.  That   farming    i«   a    "  business" 

within  the  meaning  of  sect  4. 
3.  That  the  members  of  the  partnership 
were  not  qualified  to  vote  under 
Btat.  3  &  S  Wm.  4,  e.  46,  «.  27,  as 
tenann  in  occupation  of  the  bita, 
since  thejr  were  not  in  actual  occu- 
pation Of  the  land,  and,  in  order  to 
make  out  a  constructive  occupation, 
it  was  necessarv  to  look  at  the 
agreement,  whit^  showed  that  the 
partnership  was  in  violation  of  "The 
Companies  Act,  1862." 
3.  QuEere,  whether  a  partnerahip  con- 
ustingof  not  mare  than  twentymem- 
bers,  and  formed  avowedly  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  votes  as  its 
principal  object,  end  making  profits 
by  the  occupation  of  lend,  would 
be  lawful.  Sarrit,  App.,  Amen/, 
Rcsp.  Page  367 

II.  In  determining  what  Is  a  "build- 
ing" within  the  37th  section  of  the  stat. 
2  &  3  Will,  i,  e.  4S,  commercial  is  not 
to  be  contradistinguished  Irom  urricul- 
tural  iadostry,  end  structures  really  used 
or  intended  to  he  really  used  for  the 

turpoae  of  keeping  the  products  of  the 
ktter  may  qualify  within  that  section. 
Noiruh  V.  ffarrU.  Page  3-28 

III.  A  roofed  stone  building,  with 
fonr  walls  end  a  door,  standing  upon 
land  occupied  with  it  at  a  rent  of  10'. 
per  annum,  and  used  as  a  store  for  me- 
Dure  for  the  purposes  o^the  land,  is,  so 
far  es  the  use  of  tbe  building  is  con- 
cerned, sufficient  to  qualify  under  that 
aection.  Hiid, 

IV.  Where  in  the  case  of  a  claim  for 
a  borough  vote  the  yearly  value  of  not 
le»  than  10/,  mentioned  in  the  27lh  sec- 
tion of  Stat.  3  &  3  WUl.  4,  e.  46,  is  made 
up  partly  by  buildings  and  partly  by 
land,  the  requirements  of  the  section,  so 
lor  as  tlie  bailding  is  concerned,  will  be 
satisfied  if  it  is  of  a  jiermanent  nature, 
useful  for  the  occupation  of  the  land  ou 
which  it  is  placed,  and  bona  fide  ci 


the  proportion  which  tlie  yearly  valae 
of  the  bailding  ahonld  bear  to  that  of 
the  bud.  ^*«i 


ing  fulfils  the  requisites  of  permanence, 
utSity,  and  contribntiou  to  the  beneficial 
occnpation  of  tbe  land.  itid. 

VI.  Though  a  building  be  worth  5». 
a  year  to  a  tenant,  it  does  not  necessa- 
rily give  a  qualification^  nnloa  that 
value  be  bouft  fide  combined  with  per< 
manence  and  utility,  and  thereby  add  uf 
the  real  anuDal  valae  of  tbe  whole  lo 
let  i«i 

ComtyTote. 

VII.  A  teatBtor  bebg  poaaessed  of 
certain  tenements  under  a  lease  for  ODD 
years,  devised  to  tmatee*  tbe  iwdne  of 
the  term  npon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and 
annual  produce  of  one  undivided  sixth 
share  to  the  claimant  during  his  life, 
with  remainders  over.  Helc^  that  the 
claimant  was  not  an  assignee  U>r  the  nn- 
expired  residue  of  the  term  within  tbe 
meaning  of  stats.  3  WUL  4,  e.  46,  i.  SO, 
and  6  &  7  Vkt.  c.  18,  «.  74,  and  thoe- 
fore  not  qualified  to  vote  nuder  those 
sections.  Oaimford,  App.,  Preeaim, 
Resp.  Page  353 

VIII.  Where,  under6&7T^(.c.I8, 
f .  7,  a  person  objects  to  several  persons 
whose  names  appear  in  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  same  parish,  as  not  being'  en- 
titled to  have  their  names  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  a  county,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  should  give  a  separate  notice  of 
□hjectiou  to  the  ovi^rsecrs  of  the  perish 
to  which  the  list  relates  in  respect  of 
each  person  objected  to,  but  be  may  in- 
clude all  tbe  names  in  one  notice.  Snuik 
V.  Hollowatf.  Page  310 

IX.  A  notice  of  objection  given  to 
overseers  stated  that  the  objector  ob- 
jected to  "the  names  of  the  per»ni 
mentioned  and  described  >>elow  being 
retained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
county  of  C,"  end  then  set  out  the 
names,  kc.  in  a  schedule.  Held,  that 
Form  No.  4.  in  Schedule  (A.)  of  6  & 
7  Vicl.  c.  18,  wtii  sufiiciently  complied 
with  to  satisfy  the  7lh  section.         Itid. 

X.  Tbe  notice  of  objection  required 


b^  Stat  0  &  7  Vkl.  t,  18,  «.  7,  to  be 
Kivrn  to  overseen  according  to  Form  (4.) 
in  Scli»lule  (A.)  ib  sufiideut,  if  signed 
by  ihe  objector  within  the  time  during 
wbieli  he  is  legally  entitled  to  object, 
though  not  dated  the  day  on  which  it 
WHS  signed.     Jonx*  v.  Jone*.    Page  341 

XI.  So  held,  wliere  the  notice  was 
dated  the  12lh  Au^tul,  but  sot  signed 
by  Ihc  olijector  UDtd  the  18th.         Ibid. 

XU.  And  per  BylfB,  J.     The  inac- 

curecy  io  the  date  is  cured  by  sect  101. 

Jbid. 

Xin.  Pnrhitam,  App.,  Brophy, 
Heap.,  15  fr,  C.  L.  Sep.  346,  dissented 
from.  Ibid. 

XIV.  The  owner  of  a  rent-charge  of 
40f.  or  upwards  per  aanum,  granted  to 
bim  in  fee  l>y  a  deed  not  conlainiog  any 
ckase  of  distress,  is  nualificd  to  vote  for 
the  county  wherein  toe  laud  is  sitnated 
as  the  owner  of  a  freehold  tenement 
within  slat  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  Doddt  v. 
Thompmn.  Page  319 

XV.  Where  the  qualification  of  a 
voter  is  good  on  Ihe  face  ot  the  register, 
and  the  retention  of  the  name  in  ifie  list 
huB  not  been  duly  objected  to,  a  revising 
bnrristLT  has  no  power  lo  eipange  it. on 
the  ground  that  in  a  reported  decision  in 
anottier  case  the  samequalifrcation  was 
held  insufficient  in  law.  Smith  v. 
James.  Page  838 

XVI.  So  held,  where  the  qnalification 
ID  the  register  was  stated  to  be  a  free- 
hold share  in  JPuViam  Bridge,  and  the 
barriiter  expunged  the  voter's  name  on 
liie  ground  that  the  qualification  was 
insumcient  in  law  occordine  to  the  de- 
clsi<>n  in  Tepper,  .App.,  NichoUt,  Resp., 
18  C.B.,  N.S.  HI.  Ibid. 

PAROL  EVIDENCC 

To  explain  written  contract    See  Car- 


To  prove  contract  additional  to  agree- 
ment in  writing.     Ibid.,  111. 

PARTICIPATION  OF  PROFITS. 
See  Partnenhip,  I. 

PARTICULAR  AVERAGE. 
Meaning  of.    See  Inturtmee,  I, 


PART  PERFORMANCE 
Of  contract  to  do  work  on  premises  of 


PARTNERSHIP. 
L  The  Defendant,  early  in  1857,  hav- 
ing applied  to  J^.,  an  underwriter  at 
Lloyd's,  to  intawluce  the  Defendant's 
son,  W,  Sharp,  there  as  a  member,  the 
soQ  and   F.  shortly  afterwards  agreed 


iderwriter  s  business  should  be 
opened  in  the  son's  name,  to  be  managed 
by  K  at  a  salary  and  opon  certain  terms. 
luia  was  done  and  the  business  proved 
profitable  till  November,  IB&e,  when  tho 
son  and  P.  having  made  a  further  agree- 
ment by  which  the  basiness  was  to  be 
extended,  the  son  in  January,  I860, 
wrote  lo  the  Defendant  as  follows: — 
"  In  consideration  of  your  gaantnteeing 
me  to  the  extent  of  0,0001.  in  my  busi- 
ness of  an  underwriter  unlil  by  snch 
business  I  shall  make  or  acqnhe  from 
the  profits  thereof  the  full  and  clear  sunt 
of  5,000^  after  providing  for  oil  known 
lushes,  J  hereby  promise  and  agree  to 
pay  to  you  during  your  life  in  case  I 
sball  so  long  live,  out  not  otherwitie,  an 
annuity  of  500/.,  being  equal  to  10  per 
cent,  per  annum  on  the  sum  of  5,0(KM^ 
Moreover,  in  no  case  are  you  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  partner  with  me  in  the  said 
business  of  an  underwriter.  And  further 
that,  if  at  the  end  of  three  yeara  tirom 
the  date  hereof,  it  shall  appear  that  one- 
foorth  of  the  net  average  ennnal  pro6ls 
during  that  period  made  by  me  in  the 
said  business  shall  amount  to  more  than 
500/ ,  then  and  in  thnt  ease  the  said  an- 
nuity shall  thenceforth  be  increased  to  a 
yearly  sum  equal  to  one-fourth  of  such 
net  average  annual  profits  made  by  tne 
in  the  said  business  during  the  said  three 
years."  By  a  settlement  made  by  the 
son,  upon  his  marriage  in  the  AugutI 
following,  reciting  that  letter,  he  assigned 
li>  the  Defendant  and  one  D,  as  trustees 
"  all  and  singular  the  sums  of  money, 
earnings,  profits  and  emoluments  which 
are  now  in  the  hands  of  the  said  F.,  and 
all  sucb  as  shall  hereafler  come  into  the 
hands  of  the  said  F.,  or  other  ihe  agent, 
deputy  or  attorney  for  the  lime  being  iif 
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mentioned  on  acconnt  or  in  reapect  or  I 
tbe  said  bereinberore'Uentioned  under-  ' 
writing  bosiness,"  together  with  power 
to  tbe  trustees  as  the  attornies  of  the  snn 
to  demand,  rae  for,  recover  and  receive 
and  gJTe  etTectaal  receipts  for  the  said 
mooies,  proceeds  and  premises  assigned, 
and  a  direction  to  F.  or  otLer  agent  tor  I 
tbe  ton  for  the  tioie  beioE  to  pay  the  , 
■ame  over  to  the  trosteet.   The  first  tmst  | 
was  ont  of  tbe  mooies  and  profits  arisiog 
front  tbe  aaid  nndernriting  business  to 
|iay  the  Defendant  the  annuity  agreed 
to  be  paid  to  him  b;  the  above  letter; 
and  ■  fnrther  trost  was  to  accnmalate 
and  invest  tbe  surplus  of  the  money, 
profits  and  premises  assigned  antil  the 
same  sboald   amount    to    8,600i-  and 
should  remain  of  that  amount,  without  . 
redaction  on  account  of  lowes  in  tbe  said  | 
busincM  for  two  years,  and  then  to  re-  ' 
asMgn  the  said  monies  and  profits  arising 
from  the  said  underwriting  business  to 
the  son  abaolutely.     In  Beeembfr,  ISAQ,  j 
and  whilst  F.,  in  pursnance  of  bis  agree- 
ment, was  carrying  on  the  nnderwriting 
basiness  for  the  Defendant's  son,  who  ! 
subsequently  became  bankrupt,   P.,  by  I 
his  clerk,  subscribed  a  marine  policy  in 
the  son's  name,  the  assured  being  wholly 

Snoraot  of  the  BrraogemeDt  oetweeu 
e  Defendant  and  his  son  and  of  tbe  I 
settlement.  Held,  in  tbe  Exchequer  I 
Chamber,  hy  PoUocli,  C.  B.,  Blarkbum, 
J.,  ChatmeU  and  BramuseU,  BB.,  re-  I 
versing  the  judgment  of  tbe  Common 
Pleas  upon  a  apecial  case,  stated  in  an 
action  on  tbe  policy,  with  liberty  to 
draw  any  reasonable  inrerences  of  fact 
IPigottjO.,  and  SAee,  disst-nlientil'us), 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  liable  as  a 

Cnrtner  with  bis  son  in  the  underwriting 
uaint-es.  BuUen  and  Another  v.  Sharp 
the  Elda-.  Page  117 

II.  Per  Btachhum,  J.;~A  decision 
of  the  House  of  Lords  is  binding,  nut 
only  on  all  inferior  tribunals,  but  even 
on  ibat  House  itself  when  sitting  judi- 
cially.    Ibid.  Page  1 18. 

III.  VetBitu:kbum',S.wiiChameU, 
B. ; — Icfrrior  tribunals,  though  bound 
by  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  and 
the  ratio  decidendi  of  the  decision,  are 
not  bound  b^  every  reason  given  by  the 
Lords  in  dehvering  their  opinions. 

Ibid. 


IV.  Qonre,  whether  where  ftcts  art 
stated  in  a  special  case,  with  power  re- 
serred  to  tbe  Court  to  draw  any  reason* 
able  inferences  of  fact,  tbe  Court  is  not 
bound  to  awume  the  facts  to  have  beea 
really  as  stated,  and  cannot  infer  that 
whet  was  done  was  done  baudnlently 
or  coloarably.  Ibid. 

Of  m 


PAYMENT. 


B,uAl 


I.  The  Plaintiff  ei 
credere  agent  to  sell  his  yams,  and  be 
sold  some  occadonidly  to  tbe  Defend- 
ant, who  paid  cash  on  delivery.  The 
Defendanltben  at  £.'s request  advanced 
him  1,0001.  for  yams  to  be  subaequentlv 
delivmd;  part  of  the  yams  aflmraras 
supplied  under  the  contract  were  S.'i 
"  twist,"  and  the  remainder  tbe  Plain* 
tiff's,  to  the  amount  of  274^.,  which  B. 
failed  to  pay  the  Plaintiff.  In  an  ac- 
tion broagbi  to  recover  that  sum  from 
tbe  Defendant,  the  jury  found  that  tbe 
1,00W.  was  paid  "on  a  general  account," 
and  not  specifically  for  K.'a  "twist:" 
Held,  that  the  advance  to  B.  was  not  a 
payment  as  against  tbe  Plaintiff,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  U>  recover.  Cat- 
teralt  v.  HindU.  Page  267 

II.  Furniture,  &c.,  at  a  tavern  kept 
by  the  Defendant,  having  been  aligned 
by  him  to  tbe  Plaintiff  under  a  bin  of 

sale,  the  Plaintiff  enforced  hissecnrily, 
and  took  absolute  possesaion  of  the  gootte. 


such  giayment  v 
Plaintiff's  part,  a 
not  imply  any  pi 
to  repay  him. 


at  the  tavern  nliere  (the  Defendant 
being  in  prison  for  debt)  his  wife  and 
fnmilyresidedformorethan  three  months. 
Tbe  rent  having  accrued  due,  the  land- 
lord diHtrained  the  goods.  The  plaintiff 
then  paid  the  rent  and  broker's  cbar^ 
■  '-  -  '-■-  his  goods:  Held,  that 
as  voluntary  on  the 
id  that  the  law  would 
niee  by  the  Defendant 
England  v,  MartJen. 
Pageseo 

Of  deposit  on  lole  of  land.    See  Sak. 
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Of  money.  Attachment  for  contemptof 
order  by  Conrt  of  Chancery  for,  See 
Bankrupt,  XII. 


PEACE,  CLERK  OF. 
See  Clerk. 

PENALTIES. 
Action  for,    See  Bankrupt,  XII. 

PERFORMANCE. 

Theatrical,     See  Stage, 

Part,  of  work  contracted  to  be  done  on 
premises  of  another  which  were  de- 
stroyed by  fire.    See  Contract,  I. 


PERILS 
Of  the  seas.    See  Shipping,  II. 

PERMANENT  SICKNESS. 
See  Deposition, 

PERSONAL  INJURY, 

Action  for,   against  railway  company. 
See  Negligence,  I. 

Action  for,  against  occupier  of  build- 
ing.    Ibid.,  II.,  III.,  IV. 

Action  for,   against   owner   of   house. 
Ibid.,  VII. 

PERSONAL  LIABILITY. 
See  Co-operative  Society. 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR, 

Liability  of,  for  messenger's  fees.    See 
Bankrupt,  I.,  III. 

PLAINTIFFS. 
Misjoinder  of.    See  Churchwarden,  III. 

PLATE  GLASS. 
See  Insurance,  VII. 


PLAY. 

See  Stage. 

PLEA 

To  further  maintenance  of  action.  See 
Bankrupt,  VIII. 

Of  non  acceperunt.  Defence  admissible 
under,    See  BiU  of  Exchange,  V, 

In  bar  under  24  &  25  Vict.  e.  100,  ».  45. 
See  Assault. 

PLEADING. 

See  Co-operative  Society. 

Deed  of  composition.  See  Bankrupt, 
VL,  VIL,  VIII. 

Deed  of  inspectorship.    Ibid.,  IX.,  X. 

Service  of,  on  ScUurday  after  2  p.m. 
See  Practice,  II. 

POLICY 

Of  insurance  of  plate  ^lass.  Loss  from 
fire  or  breakage  during  removal  ex- 
cepted in,    See  Insurance,  VII. 

Marine,  Insurable  interest  in.  See  Zn- 
surance,  II.,  III. 

POSSESSION 

Of  house  by  mortgagee.  Evidence  of, 
See  Ejectment. 

POWER 

Of  corporations  aggregate  to  accept 
bills  of  exchange.  See  BiU  of  Ex- 
change, IV. 

Of  trading  company  to  give  bill  of  sale. 
See  Bm  of  Sale. 

Of  Court  to  review  decision  of  Judge  as 
to  admissibility  of  deposition.  See 
Deposition. 


PRACTICE. 

I.  Where  a  summons  to  set  aside  an 
irregular  execution  asks  for  the  costs  of 
the  application,  the  Defendant  submits 
himself  to  the  discretion  of  the  Judge, 
and,   in  granting  the  application,  me 


fendant  Bhall  bring  do  action.    BarlMt 
T.  StMm.  Page  MB 

n.  Where  a  defeDdant  bat  all  Salw- 
day  to  plead,  the  role  of  Eatter  Term, 
1806,  d;  which  service  of  pleadings 
afl«r  2  p.m.  on  Saturday  shall  be 
deemed  as  made  on  the  followiDs;  Mon- 
dta,  doei  not  ennble  a  Plaiotiff  to  ■ign 
juogmeDt  bj  default  on  the  Sahtrday 
after  3  p.m.,  and  he  cannot  eixn  it  antil 
the  opening  of  the  office  on  toe  follow- 
ing Monday.     ComulA/  w.  Brevaier. 

Page  613 

III.  Where  a  judge  at  chamben  tn 
vacation  ba«  ordered,  on  an  affidavit  of 
merits,  a  jadgiaent  by  default  to  be  let 
a«de  on  payment  of  the  Flainliff's  costs, 
the  Defendant,  by  acting  on  the  order, 
ia  not  precluded  from  applying  to  the 
Court  in  the  nej:t  term  to  varv  it, 
'ibid. 
See  Irrtffvlarity. 


PREFERENCE, 

Undue,  in  receiving  at  railway  station 
eooda  fur  forwarding  the  same  night. 
See  Raiitpay  Company,  III. 

PREPAYMENT 
Of  freight.    See  Shipping,  VI. 

PRESUMPTION, 
Where  tenant  encroaches  on  waste.    See 
Enervachmenl. 


PRIMA  FACIE 
Evidence  of  n^Iigence. 
gtfux,  VII. 


See  NegU- 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
The  Defendant  employed  an  architect 
to  prepare  plans  for  a  villa,  and  to  pro- 
cure a  builder  to  erect  it;  and  the  Pluin- 
tifis  were  the  builders  so  engaged.  An 
arrangement  between  tliese  three  par- 
ties was  then  entered  into,  and  the  Plain- 
dfi,  before  signing  it,  received  front  the 
architect  a  bill  of  quaniiUea.     These 


having  proved  incorrect  while  the  baild- 
log  was  in  progress,  the  Plaintifis  oonght 
to  recover  from  the  Defendant  the  dif- 
ference in  the  co«t  of  the  bnilding  on  its 
completion:  Held,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Common  Pleas,  that  there 
was  no  tuch  evidence  of  agency  as  ren- 
dered the  Defendant  liable  lor  the  mis- 
take of  the  architect.  Scrivener  and 
Another  v.  Path.  Page  S34 

Admiauon    by   prindpal    to   bb   agent 

that  he  had  boagbt  goods  for  him. 

$«e  Fraud*.     Statute  of ,  I. 
See  Partnerthip,  I. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  Bond.  Quarantee. 

PRIVILEGE 
From  arrest.    See  Banhntpl,  IV.,  V,, 
XIL 

PROCEDURE  ACT, 

The  Common  Law,  1854.     Compulsory 

reference  under,    See  Arbitration,  I. 

The  Common  Law,  186(1.     See  Charek- 


PROFITS. 
1  in.     See  Partnenhip. 


Of  marriage.      Damages   in  action   fur 
breach  of.     See  Marriage,  I.,  II. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE 
Given  by  executive  committee  of  Co- 
operative Society.     See  Co-aperature 
Society. 

PROTECTION  ORDER. 
See  Bankrupt,  IV.,  V.,  XII. 
Liability  of  officer  far  detaining  bank- 
nipt   after   period   neccamry  for   ob- 
taining copy  of.    See  JianirtgU,  XII. 

PROTEST. 
Tender  of  money  under.    See  Temier- 
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PROVIDENT  SOCIETIES  ACTS 

ludustrial  and,     See  Co-operative  So- 
ciety, 

PROVISIONS, 

Reasonableness  of,  in  composition  deed. 
See  Bankrupt,  VI.,  VII.,  VIII. 


PUBLIC-HOUSE, 

Opening,  on  Sunday  for  sale  of  fer- 
mented liquor.  See  Licensed  ViC' 
tualler,  II. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 

Dismissal  of  clerk  of  peace  by  justices 
of,    See  Clerk. 


QUIET  ENJOYMENT. 
Breach  of  covenant  for,    See  Covenant, 


RAILWAY  AND  CANAL  TRAFFIC 
ACT,  1854. 

See  Carrier^  I. ;  Railioay  Company, 

IIL 


RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

I.  The  Plaintiff  negligently  fastened 
his  horse  by  the  bridle  to  a  railing  in  the 
open  yard  of  a  public-house,  within 
which  he  remained  for  two  hours.  The 
highway  leading  from  the  honse  crossed 
the  railway  of  the  Defendants  on  a 
level,  and  thev  had  set  up  gates  across 
both  ends  of  toe  highway  at  the  cross- 
ing. The  gates  opened  outwards  from 
the  railway,  and  closed  with  a  catch, 
but  were  easy  to  open,  and  wonld  open 
when  a  train  passed,  and  there  was  no 
gatekeeper  at  toe  crossing.  During  the 
Plaintiff's  absence  the  horse  escaped 
from  the  railing,  owing  to  the  negligent 
fastening,  strayed  to  the  highway  and 
along  that  to  the  crossing,  and,  the  gate 
there  not  bein^  closed,  through  the  gate- 
way to  the  railway,  where  it  was  killed 
by  a  passing  engine  of  the  Defendants: 


Held,  on  the  authority  of  Fawcett  v. 
York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Co,, 
16  Q.  B.  610,  that  under  stat.  5  &  6 
Vict,  c,  65,  8,  0,  an  obligation  was  im- 
posed on  the  Defendants  to  keep  the 
e:ates  closed  against  stray  cattle  on  the 
highway,  that  the  accident  had  been 
caused  by  their  statutory  misconduct, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  them  the  value  of  the  horse. 
Dickinson  v.  The  London  and  North 
Western  Railway  Company,    Page  399 

II.  Where  a  railway  company,  in 
exercise  of  a  statutory  right,  runs  its 
trains  over  the  line  of  another  railway 
company  and  causes  an  obstruction,  and 
thereby  the  latter  company  are  pre- 
vented from  delivering  certain  goods 
within  the  ordinary  time,  such  company 
wjll,  nevertheless,  have  fulfilled  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  those  goods  within  a 
reasonable  time  if  it  be  proved  that  they 
have  used  every  exertion  to  clear  the 
line,  and  have  ddivered  as  soon  as  was 
possible  nnder  the  circumstances.  The 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company^ 
App.,  Taylor f  Resp.  Page  471 

III.  By  a  regulation  of  the  London 
and  South  Western  Railway  Company^ 
the  gates  of  their  goods  station  at  Nine 
Elms  were  closed  against  the  public  in 
general  at  half- past  six  in  the  evening: 
but  though  the  complainant's  vans  loaded 
with  goods  intended  to  be  forwarded  by 
the  railway  on  the  same  night  were  ex- 
cluded after  that  hour,  the  railway  com- 
pany after  that  hour  admitted  their  owe 
vans  loaded  with  similar  goods,  and  like- 
wise those  of  Messrs.  Piekford  &,  Co., 
affidavits  of  the  officers  of  the  company 
positively  affirming  that  this  was  done 
without  any  partiality  or  improper  mo- 
tive. Upon  an  application  under  ''  The 
Railwa^r  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854,*' 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  com- 
pany from  subjecting  the  complainant  to 
undue  prejudice,  the  Court  was  coually 
divided;  Erie,  C.  J.,  and  iSmt/A,  J., 
holding  that  the  application  ought  not 
to  be  granted:  Willes  and  Keating^  J  J., 
conti^.  In  the  Matter  of  the  Conqthint 
of  JDaniel  Palmer  v.  TTie  London  and 
South  Western  Railway  Company, 

Page  767 

Contract  by,  for  carriage  of  horses  by. 
See  Carrier^  I.,  H. 
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Action  against,  for  personal  injary.  See 
Negligence^  I. 

Action  against,  on  an  award  of  compen- 
sation by  reason  uf  Plaintiff's  mes- 
suage being  injariously  affected  by 
Defendant's  works.  See  Arbitration^ 
II. 

Power  of,  to  accept  bills  of  exchange. 
^f»  BUI  rf  Exchange,  IV.,  V. 

Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1864. 
See  jRailway  Company y  III.;  CVzr- 
ritTj  I. 

RATES. 

Severable  bond  for  doe  performance  of 
duties  of  office  of  collector  of.  See 
Bondy  I. 

REASONABLE 

Condition  in  contract  for  carriage  of 
horses  nnder  Railway  and  Canal  Traf- 
fic Act,  1854.    See  Carrier,  I. 

Inferences  of  fact  on  special  case.  See 
Parinershipf  IV. 

Provisions  in  a  composition  deed.    See 
^Bankrupt,  VI.,  VII.,  VIII. 

Time.  Delivery  within,  See  Railway 
Company t  II. 

RECITAL. 
Covenant  by.    See  Bankrupt^  VIII. 

RECOGNIZANCE 

Under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43,  «.  3.  See 
Appeal,  I. 

RECORD 
Of  court.    See  Bankrupt,  XL 


RECTORY. 

Order  in  Council  creating  new. 
Churchwarden,  1. 


Sec 


REFERENCE, 

Compulsory,  to  Master  under  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  1864.  See 
Arbitration,  I. 


Under  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
Ibid.y  II. 

By  consent    Judge's  order  for,    Ibid., 
IIL,  IV. 

REFORM  ACT. 
See  Parliament,  I.,  IL,  III.,  IV.,  V., 

vi.,vn. 

REFUSAL 
To  accept  tender  of  money.   See  Tender, 


REGISTER 

Tonnage,  of  steam  vessels. 
chant  Shipping  Acts. 


See  Mer- 


REGISTRATION 

Of  voters  for  members  of  parliament 
See  Parliament, 

Of  partnership  of   more  than   twenty 
persons.    lind,,  I. 


RELATION 

Of  value  of  building  to  value  of  land. 
See  Parliament,  III.,  IV.,  V.,  VI. 

RELEASE 
In  deed  of  inspectorship.   See  Bankrupt, 

A.. 

RENT 

Seek.    See  Parliament,  XIV. 

Owner  of  goods  on  premises  of  another 
clearing  them  from  a  distress  for,  See 
Payment,  II. 

REPRESENTATION. 

Fraudulent,  See  Fraudulent  JRepresen- 
tation, 

REPUGNANCY 
Of  statutes.    See  Turt^nke,  I. 

RESIDENCE  AND  OCCUPATION, 

Description  of,  in  affidavit  filed  with 
bill  of  sale.    See  BiU  of  Sale. 
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RESIDUARY  DEVISE. 
See  Descent, 

REVIEW 

Of  the  decision  of  judge  as  to  admis- 
sibility of  deposition.  Power  of  court 
for,     See  Deposition, 

Of  decision  of  inferior  tribunal  in  supe- 
rior court    See  Clerk, 

REVISION 
Of  list  of  voters.    See  Parliament^  XV. 

RINDERPEST. 

See  Appeal^  II.;  Fraudulent  Repre^ 
sentation, 

RISK, 

Reasonable  condition  in  respect  of,  under 
Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act^  1854, 
in  contract  for  carriage  of  horses.  See 
Carrier y  1. 

Of  surety.  As  to  when  increase  or 
alteration  of,  is  no  discbarge.  See 
Bond,  I.,  II. 

ROAD, 

Narrowing  of,  by  works  of  railway  com- 
pany.   Set  Arbitration^  l\, 

RULES. 

As  to  modification  of  ''  tonnage  rules." 
See  Merchant  Shipping  Acts, 

Of  E.  T.,  1866.    See  Practice,  II. 

Of  sea  prescribed  by  Merchant  Shipping 
Act.  Meaning  of  wilful  default  in, 
See  Shipping,  II. 

RUNNING  POWERS 
Concurrent,  by  statute.    See  RaUway 


Company 


,s. 


SALE. 


On  the  sale  of  landed  property  a 
memorandum  of  agreement  to  purchase 
part  was  made  between  the  Defendant, 
an  attorney,  ^'as  the  agent  of"  the 
vendor,  of  the  one  pai't,  and  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  other  part,  subject  to  cer- 


tain annexed  conditions  as  far  as  they 
applied  to  a  sale  by  private  contract, 
except  that  the  purchaser  paid  to  the 
Defendant  1,000/.  as  a  deposit  and  in 
part  payment  of  the  purchase- money, 
which  the  Defendant  thereby  acknow- 
ledged. The  third  condition,  among 
others,  was,  that  the  purchaser  of  each 
lot  should  immediately  pay  to  the  De- 
fendant, ''as  agent  for  the  vendor,"  a 
deposit  of  15/.  per  cent    The  remaining 

Earts  were  sold  by  auction;  and  the 
)efendant  attended  the  sale  and  received 
the  deposits,  '*  giving  receipts  as  agent 
for  the  vendor."  Held,  that  the  De- 
fendant was  not  in  the  position  of  stake- 
holder, but  agent  of  the  vendor,  and 
therefore  the  vendor  might  bring  an 
action  to  recover  interest  on  the  de- 
posits before  the  completion  of  the  sales. 
EdgeU  (executrix  of  Edgell)  v.  Day. 

Paged 

Fraudulent,  of  cow  infected  with  cattle 
plague.  &tii  Fraudulmt  Reprtmaa. 
tton. 

Contract  for,  of  goods  of  the  value  of 
10/.  and  upwards.  See  Frauds,  Sta^ 
tuteof,  I.,  II.,  IIL 

Of  eoods  on  board  particular  ship.  See 
Contract,  II. 

Of  fermented  liquor  on  Sunday.  Open- 
ing house  for,  See  Licensed  VietuaBery 

Bill  of,  Power  of  trading  company  to 
give,    See  Bill  of  Sale. 

Bill  of,     Description  in  affidavit  filed 
with,  of  ''residence  and  occupation 
of  company.    Ibid, 
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SATURDAY, 

Service  of  pleadings  on,  after  2  p.m.  See 
Practice,  II. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
See  Teruier. 

SEAL 

Of  corporation  in  case  of  building  con- 
tract.   See  Building, 

Of  bill  of  sale.  Directors  putting  signa- 
tures under,  not  attesting  witnesses. 
See  Bill  of  Sale, 
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Of  certificate  of  appointment  of  creditors' 
assignee.    See  Bankrupt ,  XI. 


SEAWORTHINESS 

Of  lighter  not  belonging  to  ship  em- 
ployed to  land  cargo.  As  to  warranty 
of,    See  Insurance t  V.,  VI. 


SEPARATION 

Of  township  from  parish.    See  Church- 
warden^ I. 


SERVANT 

Of  master  workman.  Action  by,  against 
occupier  of  building  for  personal  in- 
jury from  negligence.  See  Negti- 
gence^  IV. 

SERVICE 

Of  pleadings  after  2  p.m.  on  Saturday. 
See  Practice f  II. 


SET-OFF. 

Statute  10  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  $.  24, 
enacts,  that  ''where  in  any  action  the 
debt  or  demand  claimed  consists  of  a 
balance  not  exceeding  60^,  after  an 
admitted  set-off  of  any  debt  or  demand 
claimed  or  recoverable  by  the  Defendant 
from  the  Plaintiff,"  the  County  Court 
shall  have  jurisdiction.  Held,  that  "ad- 
mitted set-off"  means  set-off  admitted  by 
the  Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  action  brought. 
Walesffy  v.  Oouldstone,  Page  625 

SETTING  ASIDE 

Irregular  execution  on  terms  of  bringing 
no  action.    See  Practice,  I. 

SEVERABLE  BOND. 
See  Bond,  I. 

SHERIFF. 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  under 
Stat.  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  98,  ».  31,  for  the 
escape  of  a  debtor,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  value  of  the  custody  of 
the  debtor  at  the  time  of  the  escape; 


.and  to  ascertain  this  the  jury  may  con- 
sider not  only  the  means  and  resources 
of  the  debtor  then  available  for  payment 
of  the  debt,  but  ah^o  the  chances  of  pay- 
ment which,  having  regard  to  surround- 
ing circumstances,  might  have  existed 
from  the  custody  being  continued.  Mac- 
rae V.  Clarke.  Page  479 

Liability  of  officer  of,  for  detaiuing 
bankrupt  after  period  necessary  for 
obtaining  copy  of  protection.  See 
Bankrupt,  XII. 

SHIP. 

Total  loss  of,  Constructive,  See  Insur- 
ance, I. 

Transfer  of  goods  to  snbstitated.    Ilnd. 

Liehters  not  belonging  to,  employed  to 
land  cargo.     Ilnd.,y.,  VII. 

Loss  of  one  of  two,  where  freight  of  two 
guaranteed.    See  Shipping,  IX. 

SHIPOWNER. 

His  duty  in  respect  of  landing  goods  im- 
ported from  foreign  parts.  See  Skqt- 
ping,  1. 

His  liabilitv  to  consignor  after  reindorse- 
ment  to  him  of  bill  of  lading.  Ilnd., 
III.,  IV. 

His  duty  where  charterer  fails  to  appoint 
a  stevedore  according  to  charter-party. 
Ibid.,  V. 

Lien  of,  for  freight.    Ibid.,  VI.,  VIII. 

SHIPPER. 

The  naming  a  person  as  and  as  con- 
signee in  a  bill  of  lading,  prim&  facie 
evidence  only  of  his  having  an  insor- 
able  interest.    See  Insurance,  II. 

SHIPPING. 

I.  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amend- 
ment Act,  1862,  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63, 
».  67:  Where  the  owner  of  ^oods  im- 
ported in  a  ship  from  foreign  parts 
fails  to  make  entiy  thereof,  or  having 
made  entry  thereof  to  land  the  same 
or  take  delivery  thereof,  and  to  proceed 
therewith  with  all  convenient  speed  by 
the  times  after  mentioned,  the  ship- 
owner may   make  entry  of  and  land 


or  nndiip  the  goods  at  (be  tiinei,  in  tb« 
manner,  and  Bobject  to  the  eondiiiona 
follawin|:  "(1.)  If  a  time  For  the  de- 
livery of  the  goods  i»  expressed  in  the 
charter-party,  bill  of  lading,  or  agree- 
ment, Iben  at  any  lime  after  the  time  ao 
expressed."  "(2.)  If  no  time  is  ex- 
pressed then  at  any  time  after  the  expi- 
ration of  aeventy-two  hours,  kc.,  after 
thereportofllieship."  "(5.)  Ifatany 
time  before  the  gooda  are  landed  or  nn- 
sbippcd  (be  owner  of  the  goods  is  ready 
and  offers  (o  land  or  take  delivery  of  the 
same,  he  shall  be  allowed  so  to  do,  and 
his  entry  shall  in  sach  case  be  preferred 
to  any  entry  which  may  bave  been  made 
by  the  shipowner."  A  bill  of  ladinp  in 
(be  usua]  ibrm  provided  tbat  "  simuita- 
neoiulv  nith  the  ship  bein?  ready  to 
onload  tbe  above-mentioned  goods  or 
any  part  thereiif,"  the  consignee  sbould 
be  ready  to  receive  tbe  same  from  the 
ship's  aide,  either  on  tbe  wharf  or  quay 
at  wbicb  Uie  ship  mieht  lie  for  discharge 
or  into  lighters,  and  in  detault  thereof 
tbe  maatcr  or  aeent  of  the  ship  whs 
aathoriied  to  land  the  goods  at  tbe  risk 
and  expense  of  the  consignee.  Under 
this  bill  of  lading  65  pipes  of  lemon  joice 
were  loaded  on  board  a  steamer  trading 
hetv/een  the Mediterraneanand  Zondan, 
which  arrived  at  London  on  the  23rd 
March,  and  early  on  the  morning  of  the 
24tb  vas  reedy  to  deliver  at  the  wharf 
and  had  landed  Ifi  of  the  06  pipes  on  the 
wharf  before  tbe  Plaintiffs,  who  were 
holders  of  the  bills  of  lading,  were  ready 
with  their  lighter;  they  then  applied 
for  deliverr  of  tbe  remainder  into  tbeir 
lighter,  which  tbe  Defendants,  tbe  ship- 
owners, refused,  and  landed  tbem  on  tne 
wharf.  In  an  action  to  recover  wharf- 
age charges  and  demnrrage  for  delention 
oflighter.     Held: 

1.  That  under  tbe  bill  of  lading  and 
under  sect  67  (6}  tbe  Defendants, 
assuming  that  they  would  incur  no 
loss  or  expense  b^  unloading  tbe 
remaining  pipes  mto  the  lighter 
instead  of  on  the  wharf,  were  bonnd 
to  deliver  them  to  the  Plaintiffs; 
and  therefore  tbe  Plaint!^  were 
entitled  to  recover. 

2.  Qutere,  whether  a  time  for  tbe 
delivery  of  tbe  goods  was  expressed 
in  tbe  bill  of  lading  within  tbe 
meaning  of  the  sect.  67  (1)?     WIU 


*on  and  Another  t.  The  London, 
Italian  and  Adriatic  Steam  Navi- 
gation Compam/  (Limited). 

PBgeS9 

II.  In  an  action  by  a  consi^or  for 
the  value  of  his  goods  on  a  bill  of  lading, 
the  excepted  perils  of  which  included 
"barratry  of  master  or  marinen"  and 
"accidents  or  damegeof  tbe  seas,  river*, 
and  steam  navigation  of  whatever  natnre 
or  kind  soever,"  it  was  proved  that  the 
goods  were  lost  by  a  collision  caused  by 
the  carrying  ship,  the  Defendant's,  dis- 
obeying (wbclber  wilfully  or  not  did  not 
appear)  a  rule  of  tbe  sea  prescribed  in 
sect.  296  of  "Tbe  Merchant  Shipping 
Act.  1854,"  17  k  18  Viet.  e.  104.  By 
sect.  299  it  is  enacted,  that,  in  case  of 
damage  ariiing  from  non-observance  of 
such  rule,  such  damage  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  "  wilful 
defanlt"  of  the  person  in  charge  of  tbe 
deck  of  tbe  sbip.     The  Plaintiff  obtained 

rogatories  of  witnesses  abroad :  the  De- 
fendant did  not  join  in  tbe  commission, 
but  sent  out  cross-interrogatories.  One 
of  tbe  witnesses  wag  not  called  before 
tbe  commissioner,  so  that  the  cross-in- 
terro^tories  conld  not  be  pat  to  him; 
"-- '  ■-  other  e '' ■' 


examined  by  word  of  mouth  by  tbe  De- 
fendant's agent  instead  of  by  tbe  com- 
'    '  Held: 


1.  That  without  proof  that  the  act  ' 
was  wilfully  done,  tbe  disobedience 
of  tbe  rule  could  not  be  treated  a* 
barratry,  wbicb  is  an  unlawful  act, 
wilfully  done  in  fraud  of  and  to  tbe 
damage  of  the  shipowner. 

3.  That  the  provision  of  sect  300  of 
the  statute  did  not  render  the  act 
barratrous,  if  otherwise  not  so,  the 
atatnte  being  passed  for  the  refla- 
tion of  ships  and  for  determining 
the  rights  of  shipowners  inter  as, 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  altering 
tbe  rights  of  contracling  partiea. 

3.  Tbat  on  tbe  true  construction  of 
the  bill  of  ladmg  the  loss  of  tbe 
goods  was  not  occasioned  by  the 
perils  of  the  seas. 

4.  That  in  such  cases  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  "  ^roaa"  negligence 
and  ordinary  negligence. 
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S.  Thftt  the  deporitioDi  were  ttdmi»- 
uble  at  the  trid.  Grill  t.  ^Ae 
Central  Iron  Hcretn  Collier  Com- 
pat^  (IJmiled).  Page  654 

HI.  Uoderabillofladinggoodswere 
mule  deliverable  to  order  or  ataigiiB  at 
S,  During  the  voyage  the  consignor 
indorsed  the  bill  ia  blank  to  bankerg  for 
an  advance,  who  on  repayment  oF  the 
loBif,  bat  after  a  wrongful  delivery  b; 
the  diipowners,  re-iodorsed  it  to  ihe  con- 
signor: Held,  that  the  consignor  was 
thereby  remitted  to  ail  bit  original  ri>;liU 
under  the  bill,  and  that  he  was  uijtilled, 
iodependent  of  the  Billa  of  Lading  Act, 
18  k  19  Vict.  e.  Ill,  to  sue  the  shi;!- 
,  ovrners  on  the  contract,  for  the  wroD^iu] 
delivery.  Short  v.  Simpton  and  Ol/iera, 
Page  181 

IV.  Semble,  where  a  bill  of  lading 
baa  been  indorted  in  blank  to  one  per* 
son  and  by  him  handed  to  another,  tuch 
third  person  takes  it  in  the  capacitjr  of 
indorsee,  with  all  the  rights  attaching 
to  a  bill  of  lading,  and  might  snBlain  a 
complaint  nnder  ilie  statute.     lOid. 

V.  To  a  declaration  for  not  loading, 
in  tenni  uf  a  cbarterparty,  such  cai^o 
as  the  Defendants'  ship  could  reason- 
ably stow  and  carry,  the  Defendants 
pleaded  that  the  charterparty  contained 
the  clause,  "  Charterer's  stevedore  to  be 
employed  by  ship;"  that  although  the 

,  Defendants  were  willing  to  employ  such 
stevedore,  none  was  appointed  by  the 
Plaintil^,  and  that  thereupon  the  De- 
fendants were  forced  to  load  without  any 
stevedore;  hut  that  they  loaded  the  ship 
to  tlie  best  of  their  skill  and  ^^'''^  '• 
Held,  on  demurrer,  a  bad  plea.  The 
Anglo-African  Company  (lAmiied)  v. 
Ztanzed  and  Othert.  Page  21Q 

VI.  Bv  a  charter-party  goods  were 
made  delfverable  at  AUxan£ia,  freight 
to  be  paid  "  on  unloading  and  right  de- 
livery of  Ibe  cargo,  lees  advances,  in 
cash,  at  current  rate  of  exchange.  One- 
half  of  tbe  freight  to  be  advanced  by 
freighter's  acceptance  at  three  months 
on  signing  bilis  of  lading.  Owner  to 
insure  the  amount  and  deposit  with 
charterer  tbe  club  policy,  and  to  gua- 
rantee same."  In  pursuance  of  tbis 
clause  the  charterer  gave  his  acceptance 
for  half  freight  on  signing  bills  of 
lading,  on  which  a  receipt  "  on  account 


of  tbe  within  fre%ht"  wai  eodoraed; 
and  tbe  invoice  also  gave  credit  for  tbe 
amonnt.  The  bill  of  lading  was  en- 
dorsed in  blank  to  the  Plaintiff,  but 
before  the  ship's  arrival  at  Alexa»dria 
the  charterer  snspended  payment,  and 
the  master,  on  arriving,  and  doring  the 
currency  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  refused 
to  deliver  Ihe  cargo  unless  the  whole 
freight  were  paid,  without  deducting 
the  charterer's  acceptance.  In  order  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  goods  the  Plain- 
tiff paid  the  whole,  and  brought  an 
action  to  recover  tbe  eicesa  and  da- 
mages for  the  detention  of  the  goods. 
Held  (sffirming  the  judgment  of  tbe 
Court  of  Common  Pleas),  that  the  De- 
feudant  had  no  lien  on  the  goods  during 
tbe  currency  of  the  bill,  and  that  the 
Plomtiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  Tam- 
vaeo  y.  Sinqmm.  Page  374 

VII.  By  acharterpartydatedX<m(2ini, 
7th  Deeember,  1864,  it  was  aereed  be- 
tween tbe  Plaintiffs,  owners  or  the  ship 
Epheiui,  "now  M  NewroMlU,"  and  the 
Defendants,  "that  the  ship  being  tight, 
staunch  and  strong,  and  evety  way  6tted 
for  the  voyage,  sball  with  all  convenient 
speed  (on  being  ready),  having  liberty 
to  take  an  outward  cai^  for  owners' 
benefit,  direct  or  on  the  way,  proceed  to 
Jle^mnifria,  .^vp(,"  and  there  load  from 
the  factor  of  the  freighters  a  cargo  of 
cotton  for  London  or  Ijverpool.  Tbe 
Epheiui  was  a  steamer  launched  at 
NeuxoitU  in  tbe  preceding  October, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  negotiations  for 
the  cbarterparty,  which  commenced  in 
Deeember,  the  Defendants  were  in- 
formed by  the  PlaintiK  that  they  would 
not  guarantee  the  time  within  which  Ihe 
ship  would  be  finished,  and   the  words 

I  "on  being  ready"  were  inserted  ac- 
cordingly.    It  is  usual  for  steamers  to 

'  make  a  trial  trip,  and.  as  tbe  crosun^ 
and  re-crossing  the  Imt  at  Nemeaiib 
would  have  been  accompanied  by  some 
risk,  it  was  arranged  uiat  the  vesad 
should  make  her  trial  trip  from  Nev- 
cattle  to  London,  instead  of  returning  to 

,  the  Tyne;  and  that  the  deficiencies  of 
her  machinery,  if  any,  should  be  made 
good  in  London.  Accordingly,  on  tbe 
12th  Janaary,  1865,  whilst  incomplete, 
she  left  Neuxatlle  for  London  with  some 
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her  to  bring  back  the  cotton  cargo  from 
Alexandria;  but  no  delay  ot  Nttoeastle 
was  occasioned  thereby.  In  London  she 
took  on  board  goods  for  Constantinople 
and  Alexandria;  but  no  delay  was 
thereby  occasioned,  the  shipment  having 
been  made  before  the  repairs  to  the  ma- 
chinery were  complete.  She  sailed  from 
London  on  the  Ist  March^  and  after 
touching  at  Constantinople^  &c.,  and 
unloading  cargo  there,  arrived  at  Alex^ 
andria  on  the  29th  April,  and  was  ready 
to  load  her  cargo  there  on  the  1st  May; 
but  if  she  had  sailed  direct  from  London 
to  Alexandria  instead  of  taking  cargo  to 
Constantinople^  &c.,  on  her  way,  she 
would  have  been  ready  to  load  her 
homeward  cargo  at  Alexandria  a  few 
days  earlier.  Freights  for  cotton  at 
Alexandria  fell  continuously  from  «/a- 
nttaru  to  May.  In  an  action  against 
the  Defendants  for  default  in  loading, 
they  havine  refused  to  ship  on  the 
ground  of  delay  and  deviation  by  the 
Plaintiffs:  Held. 

1.  That,  on  toe  construction  of  the 
charterparty,  the  above  stipulations 
were  not  conditions  precedent;  and 
therefore  that  the  breaches  com- 
plained of  did  not  entitle  the  De- 
fendants to  throw  up  the  cbarter- 

garty,  and  that  their  remedy  was 
y  a  cross-action  against  the  Plain- 
tiffs for  damages. 

2.  Semble,  that  the  meaning  of  the 
stipulations  above  was  that  the 
voyage  should  be  from  Newcastle 
to  Alexandria  direct;  and  that  the 
Plain tifis  were  not  justified  in  de- 
laying the  ship,  in  order  to  take 
cargo  on  board  either  at  London  or 
Constantinople,  MacAndrew  and 
Others  y.  Chappie  and  Others, 

Page  745 

YIII.  By  a  charterparty  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  the  ship  should  take  on  board 
a  cargo  at  Shanghai^  and  therewith  pro- 
ceed to  London  or  Liverpool,  as  ordered 
by  charterers  before  sailing,  and  deliver 
the  cargo  "on  being  paid  freight  as 
follows: — ^The  ship  to  nave  a  Hen  on 
cargo  for  freight  3/.  lOs,  per  ton  of 
fifty  cubic  feet,  measured  in  Shanghai, 
to  be  paid  to  captain  or  his  agents  on 
right  and  true  delivery  at  port  of  dis- 
charge.''    Part  of  the  cargo  was  ship- 


ped by  the  charterers  under  a  bill  of 
lading  making  the  goods  deliverable  at 
Liverpool  to  their  order  or  assigns, 
'*  freight  for  the  said  goods  payable  in 
Liverpool  as  per  charterparty;"  and  the 
charterers  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading 
bona  fide  and  for  value  at  Shanghai  to 
their  bankers  there,  who  were  not  shown 
the  charterparty  or  made  acquainted 
with  its  contents  further  than  the  rate 
of  freight  payable  under  it:  Held,  that 
the  terms  of  the  charterparty  relating  to 
the  rate  of  freight,  and  no  more,  were 
incorporated  in  the  bill  of  lading ;  and 
that,  as  between  the  shipowners  and  the 
indorsees  of  that  instrument,  the  former 
had  a  lien  on  the  goods  mentioned  in  it 
for  freight  at  the  rate  of  3/.  lOs,  per  ton 
for  those  goods;  but  not  for  the  freight 
due  in  respect  of  any  other  part  of  the 
cargo.  Fry  and  Others  v.  The  Char^ 
tered  Mercantile  Banh  of  India,  Lon" 
don  and  China,  Page  858 

IX.  The  Defendants  having,  by  sepa- 
rate charterparties,  chartered  two  ships 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Izamados  and  Bo^ 
tassis,  to  go  to  Ibraila,  and  there  load 
a  full  cargo  of  petroleum  oil  to  be  con- 
veyed to  London  at  a  freight  of  %As,  per 
ton,  discovered  that  they  would  be  un- 
able to  supply  the  stipulated  cargoes, 
and  it  was  thereupon  agreed  that  the 
Defendants  should  guarantee  the  ves- 
sels *'  a  sum  of  900/.  each  gross  freight 
home;"  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  place 
them  at  once  on  the  most  profitable  trade 
procurable;  that  they  would  carry  300 
tons  each  of  whatsoever  cargo  they 
might  take  on  board,  and  that  the  char- 
terparties should  be  cancelled.  The 
frei^hta^e  for  the  cargo  procured  by  the 
Plaintiffs  for  each  ship  was  by  348/.  6«. 
short  of  900/.  The  Izamados,  with  her 
cargo,  arrived  home  in  safety,  but  the 
Bolassis  was  lost  on  the  voyage :  Held, 
that  the  Defendants  became  liable  on 
their  guarantee  immediately  on  the  ships 
weighing  anchor  at  Ibraila  on  their 
homeward  voyage  with  cargoes  insuffi- 
cient to  earn  900/.  freight  each,  and 
therefore  that  the  loss  of  the  Botassis 
was  no  answer  to  the  Plaintiffs'  claim 
of  the  deficiency  in  the  sum  guaranteed 
for  that  ship.  Carr  and  Another  v. 
The  WaUackian  Petroleum  Company 
(LimUed),  Page  787 
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See  also  Iruuranee^  I.,  II.,  III.,  IV.y 
v.,  VI. ;  Merchant  Shipping  Acts. 


SICKNESS. 
Permanenty    See  Deposition, 

SOCIETY. 
See  Co'Operaiive  Sttciety, 

SPECIAL  CASE, 

Facts  to  be  aMomed  on,  y/here  infer- 
ences  of  fact  are  to  be  drawn.  See 
Partnership,  IV. 

STAGE. 

The  Respondent  was  charged  before 
a  metropolitan  police  magistrate  with 
keeping  a  place  of  public  resort  called 
the  Auuxmhra,  for  the  public  perform- 
ance of  stage  plays,  without  licence  from 
the  Lord  Cnambenain,  contrary  to  stat 
6  &  7  Vict,  e.  68,  s.  2.  The  magistrate 
dismissed  the  summons,  but  stated  a 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  The 
Alhambra  is  a  place  of  public  resort, 
licensed  for  dancing  and  music  by  jus- 
tices, under  stat  25  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  fitted 
with  the  accessories  of  a  theatre,  having 
at  the  back  of  the  stage  various  inclined 
platforms,  painted  like  rocks,  and  a  cas- 
cade. On  the  wings  and  the  scenes  at 
the  back  are  painted  palm  trees.  The 
whole  representing  an  oriental  landscape. 
The  performance  was  this: — Sixty  or 
seventy  females,  in  the  costume  of  thea- 
trical Dallet-dancers,  danced  down  the 
platforms  to  the  stage ;  they  then  formed 
into  two  ranks  and  danced  the  dagger 
dance,  which  ended  in  several  of  them 
standing  over  the  others  as  if  in  triumph, 
and  rebring,  when  others  came  forward 
with  sham  palm  leaves  in  their  hands, 
and  danced,  waving  them,  and  formed 
an  avenue,  down  which  a  female  of 
superior  order  in  dancing  passed,  and 
thev  retiring,  she  performed  a  pas  seul 
with  gestures.  The  other  dancers  then 
formed  groups,  placing  the  palm  leaves 
so  as  to  represent  the  opening  of  a 
flower;  others  had  a  palisade,  anddanced 
with  it  so  as  to  represent  a  basket  of 


flowers.  Sach  a  performance  is,  in  the 
theatrical  profession,  called  a  ballet  di- 
vertissement, and  could  not  be  presented 
without  such  stage  accessories.  The 
dagger  dance  was  brought  out  oriei- 
nally  at  Drury  Lane  Theatre.  A  ballet 
divertissement  can  be  described  so  as  to 
enable  a  copy  of  the  directions  for  it  to 
be  sent  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain :  Held, 

1.  That  the  Court  could  not  say  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  this  performance 
was  "  an  entertainment  of  the  stage*' 
within  sect  23,  and  therefore  would 
not  interfere  with  the  decision  of 
the  magistrate. 

2.  Semble,  per  WiUes,  Byles,  and 
Keating^  JJ.,  that  as  a  matter  of 
fact  it  was  within  sect.  23 ;  dissen- 
tiente,  Erie,  C.  J.  Wigan,  Appel- 
lant, Strange,  Respondent.  Page  41 


STAKEHOLDER. 

Attorney  receiving  deposits  as  vendor's 
agent,  not  a,     See  Sale. 


STATUS 

Of  the  parties.  Judgment  of  Divorce 
Court  not  altering,  See  Husband  and 
Wife,  II. 


STATUTE 

8  Hen,  6,  c,  7.  Rent-charge,  a  freehold 
tenement  under.  See  Parliament^ 
XIV. 

29  Car,  2,  c,  3,  s,  4.  See  Guarantee,  I. 

29  Car,  2,  c.  3,  s,  17.  As  to  what  is  a 
memorandum  of  bargain  under.  See 
Frauds,    Statute  of, 

4  Geo,  2,  c,  28,  s,  5,  as  to  di^^tress  in 
respect  oi  a  rent-charge.  See  Par" 
liament,  XIV. 

26  Geo,  %  c,  36.    See  Stage. 

3  Geo,  4,  c.  126,  s,  32.  See  Turnpike, 
II. 

1  Will,  4,  c,  22,  s.  10.  Admission  in  evi- 
dence of  deposition  under.  See  i>e- 
position, 

2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  45.  See  Parliament, 
L,  II.,  III.,  IV.,  v.,  VI.,  VII. 
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3  &  4  TFifl.  4,  c.  27.    See  Ejeelment. 

3  &  4  TFtV/.  4,  c.  74,  $.  91.    See  Husband 
and  WifCf  I. 

6  &  6  IFiT/.  4,  c,  62,  «.  9.    See  Ckurck- 
warden^  III. 

6  &  6  Ftc/.  c,  55,  «.  9.    See  RaUway 
Company^  I. 

5  &  6  Fic^  c.  98,  «.  31.     See  Sheriff, 

6  &  7  F*c<.  c.  18,  8,  7,  Schedule  (A), 
No.  4.     Sec  Parliament,  IX.,  X. 

6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  «.  40.     Ibid,,  XV. 

6  &  7  FiW.  c.  18, 8,  74.     Jtirf.,  VII. 

6  &  7  Vict,  c,  68,  88,  2,  23.     See  5to^6. 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  49,  «.  1.    See  Licensed 
Victualler. 

1 1  &  12  Vict.  e.  107, «.  4.  ^tt  Appeal,  1 1. 

12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106, «.  112.    See  Bank- 
rupt, IV. 

12  &  13  Fic^  c.  106,  8.  114.     7Wrf.,  I. 

15  &  16  Fic^  r.  31.    See  Co-operative 
Society. 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  8.  68.     See  BanA- 
nip*,  VIII. 

17  &  18  Ftc^  c.  31,  «.  2.     See  Railway 
Company  III. 

17  &  18  Vict.e. 31, «.  7.    See  Carrier,  I. 

17  &  18  Vict.  e.  104,  m.  23,  24.    See 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts. 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  88.  296,  299.    See 
Shipping,  II. 

17  &  18  Fwrf.  (?.  36.    See  Bill  of  Sale. 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  M.  3, 4.    See  Arbi- 
tration, I. 

18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122.    See  Metropolitan 
Building  Act,  1855. 

19  &  20  Fic^  c.  108,  s.  24.    See  &^o/7: 

20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43, «.  3.    See  Appeal,  I. 

20  &  21  Ftc/.  c.  57,  8.  I.     See  Husband 
and  Wife,  I. 

22  &  23  Fie/,  c.  37,  ss  6, 8.  See  Customs. 

23  &  24  Fie/,  c.  126, 5. 19.    See  Church- 
ioarden.  III. 

23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127, «.  10.   See  Attorney. 

24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  45.    Plea  in  bar 
under,     See  Assault. 

24  &  25  Viet.  c.  134, «.  123.    See  Bank- 
rupt, XI. 


24  &  25  Vict  c.  184,  B.  192.    Ibid., 
VIII.,  IX. 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  67.    See  Shipping, 

25  &  26  Fie/,  c.  87,  m.  6,  7.  See  Co- 
operative Society. 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89.    See  Bitf  of  Sale; 
Co-operative  Society. 

As  to  the  repugnancy  of  statutes.    See 
Tunqfike. 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Frauds,    Statute  of, 

STATUTORY  DUTY. 

See  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855, 1. 

As  to  statutory  misconduct  See  BaU- 
toay  Company,  I. 

STAY  OF  ACTION. 
See  Co-operative  Society. 

STEAM  VESSELS. 

Tonnage  register  of,  See  Merchant 
Shipping  Acts. 

STEVEDORE. 

Charter-party  containing  clause:  ^^char- 
terer's, to  be  employed  by  ship."  See 
Shipping,  V. 

STEWARD  OF  MANOR. 

Articled  clerk  holding  office  of,  See 
Attorney, 

STIPULATION. 
Not  condition  precedent    See  /^tipping, 

STORES 

For  use  of  her  Majesty's  forces,  con- 
veyance of,    See  Turr^ike,  II.,  III. 

SUBSTITUTED  CONTRACT 

On  cancelling  charter*parties.  SeeShip- 
ping^  IX. 
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SUBSTITUTED  SHIP. 
Transfer  of  goods  to.    See  Iruuranee,  I. 


SUING  AND  LABOURING 
CLAUSE. 

In  marine  policy.    See  Insurance,  I. 


SUMMONS. 

Jurisdiction  of  judge  where  summons 
usks  for  costs.    See  Practice,  I. 


SUNDAY. 

Opening  honse  for  sale  of  fermented 
liquors  on.    See  Licensed  Victualler, 

1 1. 

SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Review  of  decision  of  inferior  tribunal 
in.    See  Clerk. 


SUPPORT  TO  LAND. 
See  Land. 

SURETY 

For  a  collector  of  rates.    See  Bond,  I. 

Where  bond  conditioned  for  the  perform- 
ance of  distinct  matters.   Jbia,,  I,,  II. 

TENANT. 

Encroachment  on  waste  by.  See  En- 
croachment. 

Occupation  as,    See  Parliament,  I. 

For  life.  Lease  ultra  vires  by,  with 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  See 
Covenant. 

TENDER. 

A  tender  of  money  under  protest  is 
valid.  Scott  {Public  Officer  of  the 
Union  Bank  if  London)  v.  The  Ux- 
bridge  and  Hickmansworth  Bculway 
Company.  Page  620 

TENEMENT. 
Freehold,    See  Parliament,  XIV. 


THEATRICAL  PERFORMANCR 
See  Stage. 

THRESHING  MACHINE, 

As  to  exemption  o^  from  toll.      See 
Turnpike,  I. 

TIME. 

For  delivery  of  goods  expressed  in  bill 
of  lading.    See  Skipping,  I. 

Delivery  within  reasonable,    See  i2ai7- 
way  Company,  II. 

TITLE  BY  DESCENT. 
See  Descent. 


TOLL, 

Exemption  from,  nnder  Volanteer  Act, 
1868.    See  Volunteer. 

Exemption  from,  of  threshing  machine. 
See  Turfq)ike,  I.  * 

Exemption  from,  of  agent  of  contractor 
conveying  stores  for  the  use  of  her 
Majesty's  forces.    Ibid.,  II.,  III. 

TONNAGE 

Register,  of  steam  vessel.  See  Merchant 
Skipping  Acts, 


TOTAL  LOSS 
Of  ship.  Constructive,  See  Insurance,  I. 

TOWNSHIPS. 

Parish  consisting  of  several.  See  Church- 
warden, I. 

TRADE  ASSIGNEE, 

Liability  of,  for  messenger's  fees.    See 
Bankrupt,  II.,  III. 

TRADING  COMPANY, 

Power  of,  to  give  bill  of  sale;    See  Bilf 
of  Sale. 
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TRAFFIC  ACT,   1864.    RAILWAY 
AND  CANAL, 

Reasonableness  of  condition  in  contract 
under.    See  Carrier,  I, 

Injunction  under,  for  undue  prejudice. 
See  Railway  Company,  IIL 

TRANSFER 

Of  goods  to  substituted  ship.    See  7it- 
surance^  I. 

«  TRAVELLER." 
See  Licensed  Victualler,  I. 


TRIBUNAL. 

Inferior,  not  bound  by  reasons  given  iu 
judgment  of  House  of  Lords.  See 
Partnership,  III. 

Interest  of,  in  event    See  Clerk, 

TURNPIKE. 

I.  The  General  Turnpike  Act,  sect.  32, 
exempts  from  toll  *^  implements  of  hus- 
bandry," which  by  the  14  &  15  Vict,  c. 
38,  s,  4,  includes  threshing  machines ; 
and  the  General  Act,  sect.  4,  directs  that 
the  provisions,  matters  and  things  in 
that  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  every 
Turnpike  Act  thereafter  to  be  passed, 
except  as  to  '<  such  provisions,  matters 
and  things  as  shall  be  expressly  referred 
to,  and  varied,  altered  or  repealed"  by 
subsequent  legislation.  By  the  0  Oeo,  4, 
c.  77,  s,  19,  tne  powers,  authorities,  &c. 
of  that  Act,  and  of  the  General  Act,  are 
incorporated  with  every  Local  Turnpike 
Act.  A  subsequent  Local  Turnpike  Act 
rendered  any  **  cart  or  waggon"  liable 
to  toll,  and  oy  the  interpretation  clause 
**  cart  or  waggon"  was  declared  to  in- 
clude "  threshing  machines."  Held, 
that  the  provisions  of  the  General  Act 
and  subsequent  Acts  exempting  thresh- 
ing machines,  in  so  far  as  thev  applied 
to  the  district,  comprised  in  the  Local 
Act,  were  repealed.  Ablert^  App., 
PritcJiard,  Resp.  Page  274 

II.  A  railway  company,  agent,  or 
carrier,  employed  by  a  contractor  for 
commissariat  to  carry  forage  for  the  ose 


of  her  Majesty's  forces,  is  within  the 
exemption  from  turnpike  toll  enacted  by 
Stat  3  Oeo,  4,  c,  126,  s,  32.  The  Lon- 
don and  Sauth'Westem  Railway  Com" 
pany^  App.,  Reeves,  Resp.        Page  845 

III.  T,  &  Co.  having  entered  into  a 
contract  for  commissariat,  in  which 
powers  were  reserved  to  inspect  and  re- 
ject supplies,  in  pursuance  of  their  con- 
tract, sent  some  hay  to  the  commissariat 
stores  at  Aldershot,  and  the  Appellants, 
whom  T,  &.  Co.  employed  to  carry  and 
deliver  it,  were  charged  a  turnpike  toll 
for  a  waggon  drawn  by  two  horses  used 
by  them  for  that  purpose.  Held,  that 
the  stores  being  for  the  use  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's forces,  under  3  Geo.  4,  e,  126, 
s,  32,  the  charge  was  illegal.  Ibid. 

Toll.  As  to  exemption  from,  SeeFo/un- 
ieer, 

UNDUE  PREFERENCE 

By  railway  company  in  receiving  goods 
at  station  for  forwarding  the  same 
night    See  RaUioay  Compcamy,  III. 

UNREGISTERED 

Partnership  of  more  than  twenty  per- 
sons.   See  Parliament,  I. 

USAGE. 
Evidence  of.    See  Insurance,  I. 

VALUE 

Of  building.  Relation  of,  to  value  of  land. 
See  Parliament,  III.,  IV.,  V.,  VI. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
See  Sale, 

VICTUALLER. 
See  Licensed  Victualler. 


VOLUNTARY  PAYMENT. 
See  Payment,  II. 

VOLUNTEER. 

A  yeomanrv  non-commissioned  officer 
is  not  a  "  volunteer"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  26  &  27  Vict,  e,  65.    He  is 
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not,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  exemption 
from  toll  granted  by  the  45th  section  to 
volunteers  driving  to  their  place  of  ex- 
erci<»e.  Humphrey,  App.,  BttheU,  Resp. 


Page  -221 


VOTE, 

Borough,  for  member  of  Parliament. 
See  ParfioJiieii^  I.,  II.,  III.,  IV.,  V., 
VI. 

County,  for  member  of  Parliament. 
Ihul,  VII.,  VIII.,  IX.,  X.,  XL, 
XII.,  XIII.,  XIV.,  XV.,  XVI. 


VOYAGE. 

Frustration  of  object  of.    See  SJupping, 
VII. 


WAGGONS 

Hired  and  employed  by  contractor  in 
conveying  stores  for  the  use  of  her 
Majesty's  forces,  exempt  from  toll. 
See  Turnpike,  III. 


WARRANTY 

Of  seaworthiness.    See  Insurance,  V., 
VI. 

Fraudulent  representation  and  breach  of, 
See  Fraudulent  Representation. 


WASTE, 

Encroachment  on,  by  tenant.    See  En- 
croachment* 


WIFE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

WILFUL  DEFAULT, 

Meaning  of,  in  rule  of  the  sea  pre- 
8cribe<l  by  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
See  Shipping,  II. 

WINDING-UP  ORDER, 

Jurisdiction  of  County  Court  after,  to 
stay  action.  See  Co-operative  So- 
ciety. 

WITNESSES. 

Directors  putting  their  signatures  under 
seal  of  bill  of  sale  given  by  a  com- 
pany, not  "  attei»ting  witnesses."  See 
Bid  of  Sale. 

Abroad.  Examination  of,  on  interroga- 
tories.   See  S/iipping,  II. 

WORK, 

Additional  or  independent,  nnder  build- 
ing contract     See  Building. 

Contract  to  do,  on  premises  of  another 
destroyed  by  fire.    See  Contract,  I. 

WORKMAN, 

Action  by,  against  occupier  of  building 
for  personal  injury  from  negligence. 
See  Negligence,  II.,  III.,  IV. 

YEOMANRY 

Officer.  Liability  of,  to  turnpike  toll. 
See  Volunteer. 
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